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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PEASE).

a

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 23, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable EDWARD A.
PEASE to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

O
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend James
David Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We are grateful, O merciful God, that
You are with us wherever we are and
whatever we do. We know that Your
spirit gives us forgiveness for the ways
of our past, direction for the path
ahead, and the comforting assurance
that we are never alone.

We gain strength from the words of
the Psalmist:

“Be still, and know that | am God,

I am exalted among the nations,

| am exalted in the Earth.

The Lord of hosts is with us;

The God of Jacob is our refuge.”

May Your good word, O God, be with
all Your people, and give them the
peace and confidence that You alone
can give. In Your name we pray. Amen.

a

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, | demand a vote

on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

O
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HUTCHINSON led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

m|

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 5. An act to amend title Il of the So-
cial Security Act to eliminate the earnings
test for individuals who have attained retire-
ment age.

a
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain ten 1-minute
speeches per side.

PASS THE COLOMBIAN AID
PACKAGE

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, each
week that we delay the passage of the
Colombia aid package costs America
the lives of 1,000 of its children. That
means every day we sit here and do
nothing about the drug trade from Co-
lombia, 143 of our young people will die
from drug-related causes. In the time it
takes us to debate and vote on the aid
package, 12 children will succumb to
drug addiction.

In 1998, 5 million young people in this
country required treatment for drug
addiction, and nearly 600,000 required
an emergency room visit. In the United
States, there are 1.6 million drug-re-
lated arrests annually, and over half of
our prison population has committed
drug related crimes. Even more dis-
turbing, while the average age of mari-
juana users is increasing, heroin abus-
ers are getting younger.

Seventy-five percent of all the heroin
entering this country comes from Co-
lombia. Delaying this aid package will
only bring in more.

Mr. Speaker, we have worked hard to
stop the genocide in other countries.
We now have the duty to stop the
senseless slaughter of a generation of
young Americans. If we love our chil-
dren as much as we claim, then we
must pass the Colombia aid package,
and soon.

O

PACT: PARENTS OF ABDUCTED
CHILDREN TOGETHER

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise to talk about Lady Catherine
Meyer, wife of the British Ambassador
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to the United States and mother of
Constantin and Alexander, and the or-

ganization she has formed called
PACT, Parents of Abducted Children
Together.

Constantin and Alexander left for a
summer holiday with their father in
Germany in 1994, and their father has
kept them in Germany ever since. In
the last 6 years, Lady Meyer has only
seen her sons for a total of about 24
hours. Lady Meyer formed PACT to
help American parents gain at least
basic access rights to their children.

Today | will join my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), in
introducing a concurrent resolution
urging signatories to uphold the Hague
Convention on the civil aspects of
international child abduction. This res-
olution was introduced today with over
90 original cosponsors, a powerful
statement on the importance of this
issue. The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) and | may be the legs and the
feet to move this legislation through
the House, but Lady Meyer is truly its
heart and soul.

Mr. Speaker, children should be a
nonpartisan issue, and | urge the House
to pass this resolution and bring our
children home.

m]

UPHOLDING THE CONSTITUTION

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week the United States Supreme
Court ruled that the President had ille-
gally exceeded the power granted to
him under the Constitution. In his
quest to regulate every aspect of Amer-
ican life and society, the President
issued an executive order in 1996 grant-
ing the Food and Drug Administration
the power to regulate tobacco mar-
keting. However, Congress never gave
the President, this administration nor
his agency the authority to issue these
regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I am relieved that the
United States Supreme Court has
upheld the Constitution and the basic
tenets of our democracy. But, Mr.
Speaker, 1 am also worried, worried
that what the Clinton administration
will continue to do is usurp the powers
granted to this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, we need to ensure that
the balance of power as envisioned by
our Founding Fathers is maintained.

| yield back the monocratic attempts
of this current administration to gov-
ern by edict and executive order, rath-
er than by democratic principles.

m|

REFORM OF JUSTICE
DEPARTMENT NEEDED NOW

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, after
80 Americans were killed at Waco, the
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Justice Department investigated the
Justice Department. When half of the
Weaver family was shot down and
killed, the Justice Department inves-
tigated the Justice Department. When
serious charges concerning top govern-
ment officials accused of doing busi-
ness with Chinese nationals to influ-
ence our election was brought to the
Justice Department, they looked the
other way and did not investigate.

Unbelievable. The hen house fox in
America investigates the hen house
fox.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we reformed wel-
fare, the IRS, and I am submitting a
bill to reform the Justice Department.
I am asking Rush Limbaugh to read it
carefully, Michael Reagan, Tom Pope,
Blanquita Cullum, Ron Verb, Tom
Joyner, and help me from the outside
like you did with the IRS.

I yield back the lack of oversight on
the Justice Department of the United
States.

O

AMERICANS FACING LOSS OF
PERSONAL PRIVACY

(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker,
each day in the newspaper we read or
hear of the news of yet another ac-
count of how Americans have a grow-
ing concern about invasions of their
own personal privacy.

Today in the USA Today, the head-
line reads, ‘“‘Filesafe, health records
may not be confidential.” It says,
“Most patients assume that what they
tell their doctor is confidential, but it
might not be. Blame the loss of privacy
on the Internet or on the growing use
of computer records.”

Mr. Speaker, more and more Ameri-
cans are voicing their concern about
the loss of their own personal privacy.
They are alarmed at the accessibility
of medical records, their financial in-
formation, how it is being used. They
want to know how they can get on the
Internet without strangers download-
ing personal information about them.
In today’s information society, all of
these issues are hopelessly interwoven.

This Congress should adopt privacy
legislation. The best approach is the bi-
partisan Privacy Protection Commis-
sion, which I introduced along with the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).
A Supreme Court Justice said the most
cherished right of civilized man is the
right to be left alone. In this Congress,
we need to address that, and | urge my
colleagues to consider that legislation.
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PROPOSED BUDGET NEGLECTS
CHILDREN AND SENIORS

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, every
policy decision we make here in the
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House affects our children, and today
we are going to consider a Republican
budget resolution that does not con-
sider the needs of our children.

Their budget resolution increases the
national defense budget by over $17 bil-
lion in the year 2001, while increasing
education spending by only $2 billion.
That is $15 billion less. What a dis-
grace.

We spend billions of dollars each year
on nuclear weapons, but we have to
scrape together money for new schools,
we have to scrape together money for
critical school breakfast programs. It
is wrong. It is wrong for our children,
it is wrong for our Nation.

Our children need us to invest in
their future. They need us to invest in
education, they need Social Security
and Medicare protected for their fu-
ture, and they need the national debt
paid down. By the way, this works to
help our seniors also.

The Republican budget resolution
takes care of millionaires and their
risky tax breaks, but it does not take
care of our seniors and our children.

m|

PORNOGRAPHY: A CANCER EATING
AWAY AT THE AMERICAN FAMILY

(Mr. LARGENT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Speaker, | stand
this morning appalled at a cancer that
is eating away at the American family.
That cancer is illegal pornography.

Federal law prohibits interstate
transportation and distribution of this
material. Through the Internet, the
family rooms and home offices of our
Nation have turned into the worst porn
shop you can imagine. The fact is that
America’s children and families have
been assaulted by more obscene, lewd,
and disgusting material than imag-
inable just 8 years ago. For instance,
when a child doing research types in
whitehouse.com, what do they see? II-
legal pornography.

The revenues that illegal pornog-
raphy rakes in are more than all the
money generated by rock and country
music combined. And how has the De-
partment of Justice responded? We
have seen a drop in the rate of prosecu-
tions of illegal pornography of nearly
75 percent since 1992.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
call on the Department of Justice to
begin aggressively prosecuting illegal
pornography for the long-term health
of our children and the soul of our
country.

m|

AMERICA DESERVES A
RESPONSIBLE BUDGET

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, once
again the Republican leadership has de-
signed a budget that is completely out
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of touch with the needs and the values
of middle class families. Even conserv-
ative members of their own party
claim that the GOP budget is too
spendthrift.

The Republican budget is a reckless
plan that fails to extend the life of So-
cial Security and Medicare by even one
day. Instead of strengthening these pil-
lars of retirement security, the Repub-
lican budget spends the surplus on $250
billion in tax cuts for the wealthiest
people in this country. It is irrespon-
sible, and it is wrong.

The Democrats have provided an al-
ternative which strengthens and pre-
serves Social Security and Medicare,
provides targeted tax cuts to working
middle class families who need it the
most, provides a prescription drug ben-
efit for all seniors, focuses on edu-
cation and lowering class size and in-
creasing discipline and accountability
and standards. We can do this and still
lower the national debt, lower the in-
terest rates, and provide that targeted
tax cut relief to the middle class.

The American people deserve a budg-
et that is responsible and that is fair,
not what has been concocted by the Re-
publican leadership.

a

ENFORCEMENT OF OBSCENITY
LAWS NEEDED

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, pornog-
raphers in this country make more

money than rock and country music
combined. Pornographers bring in more
dollars in a year than all Broadway
productions, all theater shows, all bal-
let, jazz and classical music combined.
And this administration is doing al-
most nothing about it.

The Supreme Court has ruled that
obscenity is not protected by the First
Amendment. Federal law prohibits
interstate transportation and distribu-
tion of obscenity. But since 1992, pros-
ecutions for interstate distribution and
sale of illegal pornography are down 75
percent. In all of 1997, there were only
six prosecutions by all 93 U.S. Attor-
neys.

The cause and effect between pornog-
raphy and crime, violence against
women and children, rape and child
abuse, is clearly established. The Presi-
dent and the Department of Justice
should enforce the law, not ignore it.

m|

AN IRRESPONSIBLE BUDGET

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to speak about the budget. The Repub-
lican budget contains tax breaks for
the wealthy while ignoring working
Americans, which | think is irrespon-
sible. It is not a fiscally oriented budg-
et that looks toward the future.
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It contains deep cuts in domestic
spending. The Republican budget would
cut FBI agents and Drug Enforcement
agents, college scholarships, air traffic
controllers, and programs for women
and children.

By contrast, the Democratic plan in-
vests in education, our future in pre-
paring our working force for the 2lst
Century. It reduces class sizes, protects
our senior citizens, builds schools, pro-
vides college scholarships, provides af-
fordable drug prescriptions, preserves
Social Security and Medicare and pays
down the deficit in a responsible man-
ner before spending and emptying the
bank account.

0 1015

The Democratic plan looks toward
the future and a sensible, balanced tax
relief. It is an investment in support
and strength of our Social Security and
Medicare, and it pays off the debt. It
provides everyone with an opportunity
to succeed and work hard. It provides
our children, our senior citizens who
are less fortunate.

O
PORKER OF THE WEEK AWARD

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, last week
the world watched as five cloned pig-
lets were introduced before an inter-
national news core. Scientists cheered
the achievement as a scientific and
medical breakthrough. Maybe the
American people should have cheered
as well since we paid for a good bit of
that research with $2 million of our tax
dollars.

The Advanced Technology Program,
a corporate welfare program managed
by the Department of Commerce, gave
a grant to the company responsible for
cloning the piglets. The company, PPL
Therapeutics, claims it needs taxpayer
assistance because it cannot find pri-
vate backing for cloning research. It
will certainly be interesting to see if
that company shares its profits with
the American taxpayers now that they
have found success.

In this modern-day nursery rhyme,
five little piggies got cloned, and the
American public got taken to market.
The ATP gets my ‘“Porker of the
Week’ Award.

O
BUDGET AND DEBT REDUCTION

(Mr. SHOWS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | want to
talk about the upcoming budget debate
and the opportunity we have to pay off
our debt.

Did my colleagues know that reduc-
ing our national debt would provide a
tax cut in itself to millions of Ameri-
cans because it will restrain and lower
interest rates? Did my colleagues know
that more than 25 percent of our indi-
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vidual income taxes go to paying off in-
terest on our national debt? We can
greatly restructure our budget and get
our real tax savings to America if we
pay off the debt now.

Did my colleagues know that more
than $1.2 trillion is held by foreign in-
vestors? In 1998, the U.S. Government
paid $91 billion in interest payments to
these foreign investors.

We must reduce this drain and create
a stronger global economy for Amer-
ican business and agriculture.

This is the right thing to do. Let us
give our children a strong America. Let
us pay off the national debt. | urge ev-
eryone to take an honest look at the
Blue Dog Coalition’s proposal. | believe
it would put us on the right track.

m]

SOUND ENERGY POLICY NEEDED
FOR ECONOMY, NATIONAL SECU-
RITY, AND LOWER GAS PRICES

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, working
Americans across the country are pay-
ing the highest prices at the pump at
any time since World War Il. More and
more of their hard-earned dollars are
spent on gasoline, leaving far less dol-
lars to be spent on their loved ones.

But the lack of any energy policy by
the Clinton-Gore administration has
put not only our economic security at
risk but our national security as well.
The United States relies on foreign im-
ports at this point for 56 percent of its
crude oil needs today. That compares
to 35 percent during the Arab oil em-
bargo in 1973. Think what that would
mean to the United States if that sup-
ply were suddenly cut off.

The Clinton-Gore energy policy will
just make things worse before they get
better. The Department of Energy esti-
mates that in 20 years the United
States will be dependent on foreign im-
ports for 65 percent of our crude oil
needs.

We must have a sound energy policy
to provide for America’s economic and
national security interests and lower
prices at the pumps.

m|

SUPPORT THE STAMP OUT
CANCER REAUTHORIZATION ACT

(Mr. BASS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, today | am
introducing the Stamp Out Cancer Re-
authorization Act. Now, this bill would
extend for an additional 2 years the
breast cancer research stamp program
enacted by us in the last Congress.

Now, this is a 40-cent stamp used nor-
mally for 33-cent postage. The excess
revenue raised is used to provide fund-
ing for breast cancer research at NIH.

As of last month, almost 160 million
stamps had been sold, raising $11.3 mil-
lion for breast cancer research. 182,800
new cases of breast cancer are esti-
mated for the year 2000; and, sadly
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enough, there will be 41,200 deaths ex-
pected.

Breast cancer remains the most com-
mon form of cancer among women. We
need every dime we can to promote re-
search in this important field. Please
join me in cosponsoring this bill, which
I plan to introduce today.

m|

TIME TO MOVE FORWARD ON GUN
LEGISLATION IS NOW

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, next month,
very soon, we will unfortunately mark
the l-year anniversary of the tragedy
at Columbine High School. Unfortu-
nately, sensible gun control or legisla-
tion still languishes here in the Con-
gress.

Forty-three percent of households in
America with children have guns.
Nothing is wrong with that. It would
seem to me, though, that those of us in
this Congress, in the face of horrors
and tragedies around the Nation, would
feel compelled to act.

In my home State of Tennessee, 95
percent of background checks for those
who wish to purchase guns take place
within 2 hours. Only 5 percent require
additional information from law en-
forcement authorities.

Is it that much of an inconvenience,
| say to those Members of the other
side and even on my side, those in the
National Rifle Association, and those
in the gun lobby community? Is it that
much to wait to ensure that we are
able to cut down on human loss? Is it
that much to wait to ensure that chil-
dren, indeed, would be safer?

The conferees in the House and Sen-
ate have not met since August. | ap-
plaud the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LOFGREN) for bringing a motion to
instruct the conferees to meet. Let the
leadership in the House and Senate call
the meeting of the Senate conferees.
Let us do right by our children.

m|

FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET
RESOLUTION

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, later
today we are going to have a heated de-
bate about the next Federal budget. We
have already heard that some of our
friends on the left are saying there are
tax cuts for the rich. | guess if one is
married, one is considered rich because
we do make room to eliminate the
marriage penalty tax. | guess if one
owns a small business or if one is a
farmer, | guess they consider one rich
because we do make it easier in terms
of estate taxes.

But the really good news about this
Federal budget, and | hope Members
are paying attention, is that this year,
in this fiscal year, we will spend in the
Federal budget $1,780 billion. Under the

budget we are proposing, we are talk-
ing about spending $1,820 billion. That
is a 2.2 percent increase. That is the
smallest increase in my adult life.

More importantly, Mr. Speaker, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics tells us that
this year the average family budget
will grow at 4.9 percent. Now, when is
the last time we have had a Federal
budget that grew at half the rate of the
average family budget? This is a good
budget. It is fair. It has been evenly
crafted. | hope Members will join me in
supporting it.

a

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to clause 8, rule XX,
the pending business is the question of
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 345, nays 58,
not voting 31, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 66]

YEAS—345
Abercrombie Cannon Ehrlich
Allen Capps Emerson
Andrews Capuano Eshoo
Archer Cardin Etheridge
Baca Carson Evans
Bachus Castle Everett
Baker Chabot Ewing
Baldacci Chambliss Farr
Baldwin Chenoweth-Hage Fattah
Ballenger Clayton Fletcher
Barcia Clement Foley
Barr Coble Forbes
Barrett (NE) Coburn Ford
Barrett (WI) Collins Fossella
Bartlett Combest Fowler
Bass Conyers Frank (MA)
Bateman Cook Franks (NJ)
Becerra Cooksey Frelinghuysen
Bentsen Cox Frost
Bereuter Coyne Gallegly
Berkley Cramer Ganske
Berman Cubin Gejdenson
Berry Cummings Gekas
Biggert Cunningham Gephardt
Bilirakis Danner Gibbons
Bishop Davis (FL) Gilchrest
Blagojevich Davis (IL) Gilman
Blumenauer Davis (VA) Gonzalez
Blunt Deal Goode
Boehlert DeGette Goodlatte
Boehner Delahunt Goodling
Bonilla DeLauro Gordon
Boswell DelLay Goss
Boucher DeMint Graham
Boyd Deutsch Granger
Brady (TX) Diaz-Balart Green (TX)
Brown (FL) Dickey Green (WI)
Bryant Dicks Gutierrez
Burr Doggett Hall (OH)
Burton Doolittle Hall (TX)
Buyer Doyle Hansen
Callahan Dreier Hastings (FL)
Calvert Duncan Hastings (WA)
Camp Dunn Hayes
Campbell Edwards Hayworth
Canady Ehlers Hilleary
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Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden

Holt

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich

Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach

Lee

Levin

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meek (FL)

Aderholt
Baird
Bilbray
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Clay
Clyburn
Condit
Costello
Crowley
DeFazio
English
Filner
Gillmor
Gutknecht
Hefley

Hill (MT)
Hilliard

Ackerman
Armey
Barton
Bliley
Bono

March 23, 2000

Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders

NAYS—58

Hooley
Hulshof
Kucinich
LaFalce
Larson
Latham
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Metcalf
Miller, George
Moore
Oberstar
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Ramstad
Rogan

Sabo

Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vento
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (FL)

Schaffer

Scott
Slaughter
Snyder
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Towns

Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters

Weller

Wicker

NOT VOTING—31

Crane
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Engel

Greenwood

Herger

Hill (IN)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)
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Jefferson McCollum Sessions
Klink McDermott Tiahrt
Kuykendall Pallone Toomey
Linder Pomeroy Wise
Lowey Royce Young (AK)
Martinez Schakowsky
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Mr. OWENS changed his vote from
“nay’’ to “‘yea.”

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

O

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R.
2418, ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND
TRANSPLANTATION NETWORK
AMENDMENTS OF 1999

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, this after-
noon a ‘‘Dear Colleague’ letter will be
sent to all Members informing them
that the Committee on Rules is plan-
ning to meet the week of March 27 to
grant a rule which may limit the
amendment process on H.R. 2418, the
Organ Procurement and Transplan-
tation Network Amendments of 1999.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by 12 noon on Tuesday, March 28,
to the Committee on Rules in Room H-
312 in the Capitol. Amendments should
be drafted to the text of the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on Com-
merce.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Council to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the rules of
the House. Again, this is the Organ
Procurement and Transplantation Net-
work Amendments of 1999.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. | yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, we are
talking about the organ transplant
bill?

Mr. GOSS. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Is this the bill that
we will eventually work on, unlike the
budget that we are voting on today
that was constructed at 3 o’clock this
morning without anybody testifying on
it?

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time from
the distinguished gentleman, the rank-
ing member of the Committee on
Rules, who I am delighted to see this
morning again, | will assure the gen-
tleman, to the best of my knowledge,
this will proceed in the normal way of
the Committee on Rules business and
should be discovered on your desk at
the Committee on Rules meeting time
as we normally do at the daylight
hour.

We will hopefully proceed through a
hearing process and hopefully proceed
through the rulemaking process in a
timely fashion with the cooperation of
the gentleman’s minority party.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. GOSS. Of course, | yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | appreciate my
friend yielding. | have not seen him
since 3 o’clock this morning, and also
the wonderful chairman we have here, |
have not seen him since 3 o’clock this
morning.

Mr. DREIER. Why did the gentleman
leave so early?

Mr. MOAKLEY. | had to catch a bus,
but the only thing | want to be sure is
that all the efforts that we go to in
getting ready for this piece, if this is
going to be the bill that we are ulti-
mately going to vote on, unlike the
budget bill that was put before us at
2:30 this morning, after being con-
structed in the dark of night in some
den by I do not know who, but that bill
never saw a committee, and it was
never voted on by a committee. | want
to make sure that is the way it is going
to go.

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, |
can assure the gentleman that is my
understanding. We are fortunate to
have the chairman of the Committee
on Rules here who can give the gen-
tleman further assurance. | shall yield
to him.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let us not
have a vote on his assessment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. DREIER. | thank my friend for
yielding. Let me assure my colleague,
who was in his office | know last night
at 8:29 last evening, the gentleman re-
ceived 99.9 percent of this budget pack-
age that we had. And | know that the
gentleman spent the following several
hours carefully scrutinizing this legis-
lation. | think that he will find when
we have this vote today it is a very re-
sponsible, appropriate way to move
ahead with this.

| thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time from
the chairman, | yield further to the
distinguished ranking member.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, there
was an additional $5 billion added that
was not in the bill when we heard it.

Mr. DREIER. | do not know about $5
billion that was added.

Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman does
not know that. Maybe we should take
more time to look at it.

Mr. DREIER. We looked closely at it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | reclaim my
time and assure the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) that the next piece of business we
hope to see on the floor which I am
about to call up will give us the oppor-
tunity to discuss further matters of in-
terest that he has raised.

O

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 2001

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
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House Resolution 446 ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 446

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 290) establishing the congres-
sional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2001, revising the con-
gressional budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 2000, and setting
forth appropriate budgetary levels for each
of fiscal years 2002 through 2005. The first
reading of the concurrent resolution shall be
dispensed with. Points of order against con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution for
failure to comply with clause 4(a) of rule
X111 are waived. General debate shall not ex-
ceed three hours, with two hours of general
debate confined to the congressional budget
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Budget, and one hour of
general debate on the subject of economic
goals and policies equally divided and con-
trolled by Representative Saxton of New Jer-
sey and Representative Stark of California
or their designees. After general debate the
concurrent resolution shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
concurrent resolution for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
printed in part A of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. That amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. All
points of order against that amendment in
the nature of a substitute are waived. No
amendment to that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be in order except
those printed in part B of the report of the
Committee on Rules. Each amendment may
be offered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
and shall not be subject to amendment. All
points of order against the amendment print-
ed in part B of the report are waived except
that the adoption of an amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall constitute the
conclusion of consideration of amendments
to the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute made in order as original text. After
the conclusion of consideration of the con-
current resolution for amendment and a
final period of general debate, which shall
not exceed 10 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the
Budget, the Committee shall rise and report
the concurrent resolution to the House with
such amendment as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the concurrent
resolution or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the concurrent resolution
and amendments thereto to final adoption
without intervening motion except amend-
ments offered by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget pursuant to section
305(a)(5) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 to achieve mathematical consistency.
The concurrent resolution shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
of its adoption.
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SEC. 2. Rule XXII1 shall not apply with re-
spect to the adoption by the Congress of a
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2001.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Goss) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER), my friend, pending which
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate on this issue only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 446 is
a structured rule, which is fairly typ-
ical for bringing forward the annual
congressional budget resolution. For a
number of years, we have gotten into
the very good habit of managing debate
on the budget by asking that all
amendments be drafted in the form of
substitutes so that Members could con-
sider the whole picture as we debate
and weigh our spending priorities. This
rule continues that tradition and wise-
ly so.

We have gone to great lengths with
this rule to juggle the competing needs
of having a full debate on a range of
issues and perspectives without allow-
ing the process to become so unwieldy
that it breaks down of its own weight.

In that regard, | think the rule is fair
in making in order five substitute
amendments reflecting an array of
points of view.

Specifically, the rule provides for 3
hours of general debate, with 1 hour
specifically designated for discussion of
economic goals and policies as de-
scribed by the Humphrey-Hawkins pro-
visions of the current law.

Two hours of the debate time shall be
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Budget,
and 1 hour shall be equally divided and
controlled by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK).

The rule waives clause 4(a) of rule
X111, requiring a 3-day layover of the
Committee report, against consider-
ation of the resolution. The rule makes
in order an amendment in the nature of
a substitute printed in Part A of the
Committee on Rules report as an origi-
nal concurrent resolution for the pur-
pose of amendment.

This new base text makes a number
of technical and substantive changes to
the wunderlying resolution, changes
that were discussed and negotiated
throughout the day yesterday. This
text is available to Members in the
Committee on Rules report, which was
filed last night.

The rule waives all points of order
against this amendment. The rule fur-
ther makes in order only those amend-
ments printed in Part B of the Com-
mittee on Rules report. | would note
that, of those five substitutes I men-
tioned, four are sponsored by Members
of the minority.
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Those amendments may be offered
only in the order specified in the re-
port, only by a Member designated in
the report, and they shall be considered
as read, they shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, and they shall not be
subject to amendment.

The rule waives all points of order
against the amendments except that, if
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is adopted, it is not in order to
consider further substitutes.

The rule provides for a final period of
general debate not to exceed 10 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking member of
the Committee on the Budget to occur
upon conclusion of consideration of the
concurrent resolution for amendment.

The rule permits the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget to offer
amendments in the House necessary to
achieve mathematical consistency.

Finally, the rule suspends the appli-
cation of House Rule XXIII relating to
the establishment of the statutory
limit on the public debt with respect to
the concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 2001.

Mr. Speaker, thanks to the effort of
our congressional majority, we have
emerged from decades of deficits; and
we are now operating in a brave new
world of surplus. But that does not
mean we can or should now abandon
our commitment to fiscal discipline. In
fact, it is when the sky looks most blue
that we should be thinking about how
best to shovel out from the mountain
of debt we have incurred and prepare
for the next rainy day, which inevi-
tably we know will come.

So | am delighted to be bringing for-
ward to the House, House Concurrent
Resolution 290, the fiscal year 2001 fis-
cal budget blueprint. This document,
although not binding as a law, sets
forth the guideposts that will dictate
the path we take for the rest of this
session of Congress as we complete our
budgeting work.

The budget reflects conservative
principles and lays the groundwork for
continued success in our mission of
paying down the debt, protecting So-
cial Security, shoring up Medicare,
strengthening the national defense and
education, and offering meaningful tax
relief to our seniors, our families, and
our small businesses.
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This budget outlines $1 trillion in
deficit reduction while taking the So-
cial Security trust fund completely off
the table and while opening the door
for Congress to provide realistic pre-
scription drug coverage for Medicare
beneficiaries. At the same time, we
have gone further than the President
in the area of defense, something that
is so critical in this changing world
and at a time when we are asking so
much of our men and women in uni-
form and those in our intelligence
activities.

March 23, 2000

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KAsICH) and his
committee for the work they have
done. | particularly share their interest
from a process standpoint in seeking
ways to enforce the fiscal discipline
this budget document outlines. 1 am
delighted that we have been able to
work out an arrangement that meets
the concerns of some Members about
setting aside surplus moneys up front
for further debt reduction even while
we make sure that we have provided
the resources necessary so the appro-
priators can bring forward legislation
that brings to life our commitments in
key areas.

This rule brings that negotiation to
fruition, and we have now put in place
a process so that the issue of debt re-
duction will continue to be addressed
as we move through this year’s spend-
ing process. That is good news all
around for all Americans. This is a fair
rule. I urge Members to support it.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me the customary 30 minutes
and | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to this rule. This
resolution has never seen the light of
day. This is not the resolution that the
Committee on the Budget worked over
for a few months. It is certainly not
the resolution that the Committee on
Rules held hearings on for several
hours yesterday. In fact, | have talked
to Members who have been here much
longer than I, and they can recall no
time in which a bill has come to the
floor under those circumstances.

It arrived at 2 in the morning, hours
after the final vote when the majority
of the Members of this House had left
the Hill. The ink will barely be dry
when the leadership makes Members
vote on this document. How many
Members will see this new substitute
before they have to vote? | would note
that these are not technical changes.
The majority has added $3 billion for
science, still below what the President
requested. The new resolution calls for
$5 billion in unspecified cuts all to be
announced later, and this is a travesty.
The measure changes reconciliation
numbers and includes two new points
of order. It even changes the public
debt limit though the rules of the
House prohibit changing that number
from what is reported by the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. Speaker, we have been down this
road with this budget process time and
time again. The leadership in this body
reminds me of the bridal contestants in
the television show ‘““Who wants to
marry a millionaire.” They know it is
a charade, but they are going through
the motions anyway. This budget is as
unrealistic as the failed budgets from
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1998 and 1999. This proposed budget by
the majority maintains a single-mind-
ed obsession with large tax cuts. It
does nothing to extend the solvency of
Social Security and Medicare for a sin-
gle day and cuts funding for critical
education, housing, and environmental
protection programs.

In 1998, the majority party in the
House and Senate failed to pass a budg-
et resolution for the first time since
the creation of the congressional budg-
et process. In 1999, the budget adopted
by the majority called for draconian
cuts in appropriations to finance a
huge $792 billion tax cut for the
wealthy. This budget was disregarded
by the majority almost as soon as they
began the appropriations process.

When the final appropriations bill
passed Congress in November, 2 months
into the fiscal year, appropriated
spending overran the budget resolution
by $43.8 billion. In both 1998 and 1999,
the American people rejected these
same unrealistic cuts in essential Fed-
eral spending and excessive tax cuts for
the very rich. Why on earth does the
majority party believe the American
people will suddenly change their
minds and reject essential government
services like Social Security and Medi-
care in favor of benefits for the
wealthiest among us?

The definition of folly is to repeat
what has failed and expect it to suc-
ceed, and that is just what this resolu-
tion does. It assumes that Congress
will cut nondefense spending by $7 bil-
lion below this year’s level and by $20
billion below the level needed to make
up for inflation. Congress must then
keep its foot on the brake for 4 more
years, eventually taking nondefense
spending $114 billion below the level of
current purchasing power.

Compounding the problem of calling
for implausible program cuts is the
fact that the resolution already spends
some of the Social Security surplus.
The resolution’s $200 billion tax cuts
overwhelm the $114 billion reduction in
the purchasing power of domestic ap-
propriations. As a result under the res-
olution, the non-Social Security sur-
plus is virtually gone by the year 2003.
By 2004, the Government begins spend-
ing the Social Security surplus. And by
2010, the measure spends $68 billion of
the Social Security money.

We have a choice. We can substitute
this budget for one that extends the
solvency of Social Security and Medi-
care, repays the national debt by the
year 2013, provides targeted tax cuts to
working families, invests in domestic
priorities such as school modernization
and improved access to health insur-
ance for families.

I would like my colleagues to reflect
for a moment. The surpluses on our ho-
rizon offer an extraordinary oppor-
tunity to pay down our large public
debt which would be the ultimate tax
cut. They allow us to make Social Se-
curity and Medicare sound and solvent
for future generations. They mean that
we can close the gaping hole in Medi-
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care coverage and they make it pos-
sible for us to do more for education at
all levels.

Unfortunately, this proposed budget
resolution squanders this opportunity
and jeopardizes the progress that we
have made in eliminating the annual
deficits and paying down the public
debt. This measure also passes up the
opportunity to put Social Security,
Medicare, and the Nation as a whole on
sound fiscal footing.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 15 seconds. | would urge Members
to pay very close attention to debate
on the five substitutes we have made in
order, four of them being from the
other side of the aisle. Members need
to know that under the process of this
rule as | stated, once a substitution
passes, we are not going to continue
any others. In the vernacular, that
means there are no free votes.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this rule. | think it is important for
us to note that this rule in fact puts
into place what has been the case
under both Democratic control of this
institution and Republican control.
What we have done is we have made
four Democratic substitutes in order,
one Republican substitute in order. We
have been able to provide an oppor-
tunity for a wide range of proposals, to
be very fairly debated. We listened up
in the Committee on Rules to authors
of those substitutes. They have indi-
cated their willingness to be supportive
of what it is we are trying to do here
by moving ahead with a very fair and
open debate, and | believe that it is in
fact that.

99.9999 percent of this package was
provided by the Committee on the
Budget. We had the package placed in
the hands of the minority and other
Members of the Committee on Rules by
8:30 last night, and we did in fact make
a modification. It deals with increasing
spending for science. | happen to think
that is a very high priority. For me as
a Californian it is very important for
us to do that. So let me just say that
the rule is fair. The rule provides the
minority with four opportunities to
offer substitutes; the majority with
one opportunity. So | think it should
continue to enjoy very strong bipar-
tisan support.

Let me move beyond the debate that
we have going on right here to talk for
just a few moments about the issue of
the budget itself. 1 have found, maybe
this is just my perspective as a Califor-
nian, that the American people very
much want to see an end to the ex-
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traordinary partisanship that goes on,
the partisan bickering which we have
seen back and forth, just listening to
some of the speeches that have been
made and criticism of this very fair
rule. They do not like those sorts of
partisan attacks, and | hope very much
that we can bring an end to that kind
of harsh partisanship, and | think we
have evidence of it coming to an end by
simply looking at this budget.

Frankly, just take the example of
education. Republicans and Democrats
alike want to improve our public
schools. This budget actually increases
by almost 10 percent over last year the
level of funding for schools. That is a
$20 billion increase over 5 years. As we
develop policies to go with those re-
sources, we need to make sure that
every American child has a chance to
learn the skills and knowledge to suc-
ceed in our new 21st century economy.

Now, let us take another issue on
which we have bipartisan agreement,
national defense. Most Democrats, |
am happy to say, now agree with what
we Republicans have been saying for
years, that we must bolster our na-
tional security spending so that we can
get every soldier, sailor, and airman
and their families and their children
off of food stamps and into quality
housing.

Let us look at a third issue, Social
Security. This budget shows how Re-
publicans and Democrats now stand to-
gether to ensure that the Social Secu-
rity surplus is never again spent on
other government programs. | am very
happy to say that it is under this Re-
publican leadership, under the strong
leadership of Speaker Hastert, we have
successfully protected every dollar of
the Social Security surplus for the past
2 years, and this plan now does that for
an additional 5 years. This is clearly
the basis for long-term bipartisan re-
tirement security reform.

Republicans and Democrats stand to-
gether to increase medical research.
This budget dedicates $1 billion more
than last year to find cures that will
ease the pain of millions of American
families. Republicans and Democrats
stand together on key science initia-
tives, as | was saying. When we pass
this rule, we will ensure that the
science and space programs funded in
this budget are supported at a level
needed to continue the cutting-edge
science and space work that go on in
places like the Jet Propulsion Labora-
tory in Southern California and other
fine facilities throughout the region
that | am privileged to represent.

Now, Republicans and Democrats do
agree on a wide range of very impor-
tant priorities. But of course, there is
still quite a bit of politics left. There is
a difference between the basic philos-
ophy of the competing budgets with
the five substitutes that we will have
today. Republicans believe that the
Government has an important role in
helping to address many problems, but
we never lose sight of the fundamental
fact that America is great because of
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the American people, families, entre-
preneurs, neighborhoods, businesses
and farmers, not the Federal Govern-
ment.

What does this mean in a budget? It
means that while we work hard to ad-
dress education, medical research, na-
tional defense, retirement security,
and health care, we also set something
aside for families. The Republican
budget helps families by paying down
$1 trillion in public debt by 2005 and re-
tiring the entire debt by 2013. This will
provide a tremendous boost to ensuring
a strong, stable, vibrant economy for
our children and grandchildren.

The Republican budget also provides
some tax relief for American families,
senior citizens, small businesses and
farmers. Make no mistake, this budget
spends a lot of money. As | said, we in-
crease spending on education, health
care, medical research, defense and
science. But we believe that families
should be in that priority list as well
so that they have a little more of their
own money to spend on school clothes
for the Kids, college tuition, or a new
home computer. With half of American
households participating in financial
markets today, our Nation has what we
like to call an emerging investor class.
More than ever before, the American
people recognize that they have a di-
rect stake in policies focused on ex-
panding economic prosperity, including
smart tax relief.

Mr. Speaker, the investor class sup-
ports pro-growth, pro-investment tax
reductions because they know that
America’s strength, our prosperity, is
driven more by the emerging Internet
economy and the NASDAQ, the wonder
of NASDAQ and the companies in-
volved there, than the Federal bureauc-
racy that exists here in Washington,
DC.

This is a very, very good budget that
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH)
is going to be moving forward here. |
think that this rule deserves again
strong bipartisan support by providing
all these alternatives to our colleagues,
and we can move ahead focusing on the
areas of agreement and we can have
what the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) describes as a full,
vigorous, tough debate on these areas
of disagreement.

| urge support of the rule and our
budget package.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT).

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, judg-
ing from comments by the campaign of
Governor Bush, this Republican budget
abandons conservatives. If we take a
close look at the details of this budget,
it is clear that this budget also aban-
dons middle-class families. In their
haste to embrace massive fiscally irre-
sponsible tax cuts, Republicans are
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abandoning Social Security, Medicare,
and fiscal responsibility.

Despite their talk about how much
they care about seniors, the Repub-
lican budget does nothing to strength-
en the retirement security for current
and future retirees.

This Republican budget does nothing
to extend the life of Social Security
and Medicare. It does not provide one
dime to strengthen the Social Security
or Medicare trust funds. They ignore
the looming shortfall that threatens
the future retirement security of all
Americans.

The Republican budget fails to pro-
pose a Medicare prescription drug ben-
efit to cover all seniors. The cost of
prescription drugs is hurting all sen-
iors. This is not a problem which is
just limited to low-income retirees.

The Republican budget does not help
middle-class seniors. Their budget says
that they need to be spending them-
selves into poverty with prescription
drug costs before they get Medicare
coverage of prescription drugs.

To make matters worse, | understand
at 3:00 a.m. in the morning, the funding
that was in their budget to support a
Patients’ Bill of Rights was taken out.
So | suppose that priority will also be
lost.

The Republican budget abandons the
fiscal responsibility that we worked so
hard to achieve and tries to turn back
the clock to the early 1990s. They
threaten the balanced budget and ef-
forts to pay off the debt by the year
2013.

The analysis by the Democratic staff
of the House Committee on the Budget
found that the Republicans would
spend some of the Social Security sur-
plus by 2004 and as a result we would be
revisited by on-budget deficits if we
enact this budget once again.

The Republican budget proposes deep
cuts in investments in education,
health, and veterans affairs, putting
our children and others even further
behind.

One may ask, why this abandonment?
The Republican budget sacrifices fiscal
responsibility on the altar of massive
tax cuts. The Republican budget pro-
poses $150 billion in tax cuts now, $50
billion after the smoke clears, and then
possibly another $50 billion in tax cuts
for the wealthy and special interests if
revenues increase.

The American people rejected these
massive tax cuts that threaten our eco-
nomic progress and retirement security
last year, in last year’s budget debate.
Clearly, Republicans still have not got-
ten the message. The American people
want a budget plan that pays off the
debt, extends the life of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, provides a prescrip-
tion drug plan for all seniors, and ad-
dresses our pressing health and edu-
cational priorities.

So this is not the right budget. We
need to vote against the rule and vote
against this budget. Let us reject this
budget and protect the surplus for the
priorities of working families.
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I urge my colleagues to vote against
this budget and for our alternative
that puts families first and keeps our
fiscal house in order.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KAsICcH), the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, | am
frankly kind of astounded by what |
have just heard because | thought that
was a speech laying in the bottom of
the desk drawer from 6 years ago. It is
so far from representing reality, | am
really stunned.

I want to say what the budget does. |
think the people will be very surprised
when they hear about what we have in
this budget.

First of all, this will be the second
year, | think in my lifetime, that the
politicians in Washington kept their
mitts off of Social Security. That never
happened before. In 1995, we were run-
ning $175 billion deficits; and they were
projected to be as far as the eye could
see, and here we are for the second year
in a row, because of the leadership of
people in this House, we are not going
to touch the Social Security surplus.
We are locking it up. We are saying to
senior citizens, we are not going to
take one dime of it and use it for any
other spending like my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle did for all of
my lifetime.

We are saying we are not going to
touch it. We are going to lock it up. We
are going to put an electric fence
around it, and it will only be used to
pay for Social Security benefits or to
pay down debt. We are the first group
of leaders in this town to keep our
mitts off of Social Security in decades.
It is amazing.

Secondly, in terms of Medicare, not
only are we going to have a reform
agenda on Medicare to try to strength-
en Medicare, but we have money set
aside so that our poorest senior citi-
zens can have access to prescription
drugs; $40 billion worth of potential re-
sources to both reform Medicare,
strengthen Medicare and to provide a
prescription drug benefit to our poorest
seniors who cannot afford to go to the
pharmacy because they do not have
any money. That is in this budget.

Thirdly, we are going to pay down a
trillion dollars in the publicly held
debt. Did my colleagues hear what I
said? We are going to pay down $1 tril-
lion of the debt that is owed to the
public in this country.

Now, if Regis was here and he was
flashing this up on the wall about
being a millionaire, everybody in the
gallery would be standing up and
cheering; but the fact is | think they
will be cheering when they realize that
by paying down a trillion dollars in the
publicly held debt we are lifting a huge
burden off the backs of our children.

When we came to this body in 1995
and took our majority, the guiding star
was the future of our children. We are
beginning to carry through with our
promises, which is unusual for politi-
cians.
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Fourthly, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT) just said that we
do not have any tax relief for the mid-
dle class. | have to send him our budget
because the first thing we passed
around this House was to ease the mar-
riage penalty so that when people get
married they do not get punished for
getting married. Now that is not some-
thing that does not apply to the middle
class. Most of the people who are going
to benefit are middle-class couples who
got married, who are not going to be
punished anymore because they got
married. This budget will accommo-
date that.

In addition to that, if one is a senior
citizen and they have decided to work,
in this town we have a formula: if they
work, we punish them.

Well, we just passed a bill through
this House that | think received total
support from everybody in this House
that said if seniors work we are not
going to take away their Social Secu-
rity benefits.

Who does that apply most to? People
at the lower end of the economic spec-
trum.

Now, say someone is a little family
farmer. We just had a thousand farmers
show up in this town. We are saying
that when they die, they are not going
to have to visit the undertaker and the
IRS on the same day. They can take
their family farm, and they can give it
to their Kids.

Is that not what we want in America?
I think so.

Someone owns this little pharmacy,
they are struggling every day to make
it, they make their dollars, they get
old, they want to pass it on to their
Kkids, that is the American dream. To
say that that does not reflect a middle-
class value, I mean, come on, shame.
We know better than that.

There are going to be more programs
for tax relief for all Americans. If
someone is self-employed and they
want to get health insurance, we are
going to make that available to them.
If one is a mother and father that has
their kid in a school where their kid is
not safe and not learning, we are going
to give them incentives so they will be
able to save so their kid can go to the
school of their choice.

It is going to be in this budget. It is
all provided for.

We strengthen defense, and we also
strengthen education. We also continue
our historic increases in investments
at the National Institutes of Health to
help people fight the diseases that af-
flict them with heart, with cancer, and
with lung.

I am astounded. | believe in a good
old-fashioned, fair fight, but let us just
fight on the facts. Let us not make
stuff up. Let us not scare people.

The question today is whether we are
going to advance the reform agenda in
Washington or whether we are going to
continue to be obstacles in this town to
the need to reform and pare down gov-
ernment and prioritize government and
clean up waste, fraud and abuse and
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protect Social Security and provide tax
relief.

If one is for the reform agenda, they
will support this budget. I know that
for the period of the next, I do not
know, 6 or 7 hours, we are going to hear
a lot of code words: risky, dangerous,
irresponsible. Those are code words for
more bureaucracy. They are code words
for more standing in line. They are
code words for more frustration. They
are code words for higher taxes.

That is fine, but let us not just make
stuff up out of the thin air.

Mr. Speaker, | hope some of my col-
leagues will have the good sense to
fight this fair. If they want more
spending, great; say it. If they want
higher taxes, fine; say it. That is what
the fight ought to be on.

This is a budget we should all sup-
port.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the
ranking member of the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my dear colleague, the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, last week things were
looking pretty good around here. Last
week the Republican members of the
Committee on the Budget showed the
world their proposed budget. They gave
people plenty of time to read it, and
they were not ashamed of it.

Last night, all that changed. Last
night, or this morning, at 2:00 a.m. this
morning, the real Republican budget
came out. But unless one is a member
of the Committee on Rules, they did
not see the Republican budget until
2:00 this morning, just hours before its
coming up for a vote.

Mr. Speaker, these days the only
creatures that stir in the middle of the
night, long after the sun goes down, are
vampires and members of the Com-
mittee on Rules. Eighty percent of the
members’ meetings on the Committee
on Rules do not start until the lights
have to be turned on, and from the
looks of some of these bills, Mr. Speak-
er, | could see why. They read a lot bet-
ter in the dark.

This budget does nothing to save So-
cial Security or Medicare or help sen-
iors with the Medicare prescription
drug plan. The chairman of the com-
mittee said that 99.9 percent of this
was the same budget. Let me say some
of the other parts of that budget.

Some of the changes are pretty big,
Mr. Speaker. This was all done after
the hearing concluded. They went back
into this room somewhere, and they
changed the public debt limit, which is
a violation of the Budget Act. They
promised to cut $5 billion, but they did
not say where they were going to cut it
from. They added $3 billion for science,
which still is far less than the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HoOLT)
would have added if his amendment
was made in order.

They still did not do much more mid-
dle-class families.
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They added two brand-new points of
order. They changed the reconciliation
directives. They changed the provision
dealing with health care and Patients’
Bill of Rights. They changed the re-
serve fund for thrift savings plans and
benefits. These were all done, Mr.
Speaker, after the hearing had been
concluded for hours.

This bill that we are voting on today
never appeared before the Committee
on the Budget.

So | urge my colleagues to reject this
budget and send it back and let the
Committee on the Budget who have ex-
pertise in this field really have a
chance to look at it and do something
about Social Security and Medicare,
and preferably earlier in the day.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may | in-
quire of the time available on both
sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) has 11 minutes remaining
and the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 19 minutes re-
maining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), the rank-
ing member of the Committee on the
Budget.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, last year,
for the first time in 40 years, we bal-
anced the budget without including the
surplus and Social Security. We bal-
anced it to the tune of $704 million.
Having reached this milestone, we
made a vow on both sides of the aisle
when we brought our budget resolution
to the floor last year that we would not
get back into an on-budget deficit
again, we would not slip back into bor-
rowing from the Social Security trust
fund. We would use the surplus, we
said, in the Social Security trust fund
instead to buy up existing Treasury
bonds and notes, reduce debt rather
than create new Federal debt.

To accomplish that purpose we both
trotted out something we called
“lockboxes,”” a portentous name. When
you got through all the boilerplate,
both of them came down to this. You
have a point of order. If somebody
brought to the House floor a resolu-
tion, like this resolution, a budget res-
olution, and it dipped into Social Secu-
rity again, went into deficit, you could
raise a point of order.

Now, to the American people, that
suggests summary dismissal. It dis-
poses of the question. But in truth, the
Committee on Rules in the House is
the task master at waiving points of
order.

We have before us today a rule that
ought to be subject to a point of order
if we take the lockbox seriously, be-
cause this rule waives all points of
order. This rule permits a budget reso-
lution to come to the floor that, in our
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opinion, would wipe out the surplus in
3 years and, in the 4th and 5th years,
2004, 2005, and subsequent years, it
would put us back into deficit again,
put us back into borrowing from Social
Security.

This simple chart, this simple arith-
metic on this chart shows you why.
The Republicans claim that they have
$110 billion surplus over the next 5
years. But the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KasicH) just showed that they in-
tend to use $40 billion for a prescrip-
tion drug benefit, and we welcome
them to the fold on this issue, because
we think it needs to be done. So they
have matched us. They have $40 billion
for a Medicare benefit.

In addition, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KaAsicH) has said on repeated occa-
sions in committee markup, yesterday
in the Committee on Rules, last night
on the floor, that they will have a tax
cut of $150 billion, plus $50 billion
more, and if CBO says there are more
revenues, they will go up still more.
When you factor in that additional $50
billion, the $40 billion for Medicare pre-
scription drugs, guess what? The sur-
plus disappears in 3 years and we are
back in deficit, back into borrowing
from Social Security.

So this in simple arithmetic is the
argument why this rule should be
voted down. Vote it down. Make the
Republicans bring back to the floor a
budget resolution that safely is in sur-
plus, and not this one, which clearly
puts us in danger of backsliding into
deficit and borrowing again from So-
cial Security.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding me time to speak in opposi-
tion to this rule.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is restrictive.
Although there are claims that it is al-
lowing all debate on all points of view,
it, in fact, does not do that.

I spent a considerable amount of
time with my staff putting together a
substitute amendment that certainly
would have allowed this debate to be
expanded out to talk about tax fairness
and the kind of investments we need to
keep our economic growth and to keep
families secure in this country. | think
it was a point of view that deserved to
be debated, deliberated and voted upon.

We ought not to have just a debate
about whether we are going to have in-
credibly huge tax cuts that favor only
a small segment of already wealthy in-
dividuals and corporations, or a situa-
tion where people talk about taxing
some more.

We have within this trillions of dol-
lars of budget a huge amount of unnec-
essary and unwarranted advantages
that are given to special interests. If
we were to recapture those, we can do
the two things that we need to do in
this country, invest in our economic
growth, in education and job training,
in health care and retirement security,
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and research and development, in infra-
structure, and, at the same time, have
the kind of fairness we need.

Mr. Speaker, we need to have this
process go back to the drawing board
and come out again.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | do not have a problem
with the rule, but | do have a problem
with the budget resolution offered by
the Republican Party today. Yogi
Berra should be with us here today, be-
cause it is ‘“‘deja vu all over again.”
Last year it was a $800 billion risky tax
cut scheme, this year it is a $1 trillion
10-year risky tax cut scheme.

You would think that the Republican
leadership would get it eventually and
start listening to the American people
about where our priorities should lie.
But the problem is not that they do not
get it, the problem is that they cannot
sell it. They could not sell it last year
when it was a $800 billion tax cut, they
are not going to be able to sell it this
year with a $1 trillion tax cut.

They can’t sell it because the Amer-
ican people won’t buy it. The American
people understand if these projected
budget surpluses do in fact materialize,
although there is no guarantee they
will, now is the time to take care of ex-
isting obligations, to shore up Social
Security, Medicare, and pay down the
$5.7 trillion national debt. That is the
fiscally responsible and fiscally dis-
ciplined approach.

It is sad that when the Republican
leadership and members on the com-
mittee had an opportunity to vote for
their presidential nominee’s fiscal
plan, a $1.5 trillion tax cut scheme,
they were all ducking for cover, hiding
under their desks and trying to flee the
budget room in order to avoid having
to vote on that issue.

But the saddest commentary of all is
that a contemporary American comic
strip is more reflective of the values of
the American people today than the
governing majority party in the House
of Representatives. | do not know how
many of my colleagues had the oppor-
tunity to see the Doonesbury article
that appeared about a week ago, but |
think it tells the story very, very well.

It opens up with a scene of men with
one guy saying, ‘‘Heads up, he is com-
ing this way.”

Another gentleman,
make eye contact.”’

And an empty hat, which | suppose
depicts Governor Bush. Then Governor
Bush saying, ‘‘Hi, fellows, I'm George
Bush and I’'m asking for your support.
If you vote for me | will give a huge tax
cut. How is that for a straight deal,
huh?”

“Well, I’'m not sure. | mean, | can see
how the wealthy might get excited.
They’d be averaging $50,000. But it

“Try not to
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wouldn’t mean much to a guy in my
bracket.”

Another gentleman says, ‘‘Besides, |
care a lot more about shoring up Social
Security and Medicare and paying
down the national debt.”

“Yeah, didn’t fiscal responsibility
used to be a Republican issue?”’

Then Governor Bush: ‘“‘But, but, you
do not understand. I am offering you
something for nothing. Free money.
Don’t you want free money?”’

Then another gentleman: ‘“‘Sure, but
not until we pay our bills.”

“Right.”

Governor Bush: “What is the matter
with this country?”’

The last gentleman: “‘l guess we have
grown up a lot as a people. I know |
have.”

Now, | am not saying the Doonesbury
comic strip should set fiscal policy in
this Nation, but | do believe, sadly,
this comic strip better reflects the val-
ues of the American people and why we
should support the Democratic alter-
native today.

I certainly didn’t come to this Con-
gress in order to leave a legacy of debt
for my two little boys or for future
generations.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, today
we enjoy the fruits of fiscal responsi-
bility and an expanding economy. This
budget resolution, thrown together at 3
in the morning in the dark of night in
a secret room, this budget resolution
puts all that at risk. Why? To support
huge tax cuts that threaten to bust
budget and endanger Social Security
and Medicare.

The only good thing that can be said
about this resolution is that it is
slightly less fiscally irresponsible than
the plan put forward by Governor
George Bush, to which Senator McCAIN
responded that it represented fiscal ir-
responsibility.

What kind of tax cuts are we asked
to risk Social Security and Medicare
for? We saw earlier this month, when
the Republican tax bill provided three-
quarters of the benefits to 1 percent of
the richest Americans.

Mr. Speaker, in his earlier speech,
the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman
KasicH) invoked the sacred name of
Regis Philbin. What game are we play-
ing here?

The Republicans are not playing the
game who wants to be a millionaire or
who wants to marry a multimillion-
aire. They have a new game, who wants
to risk Social Security to give huge tax
breaks to multi-multi-multimillion-
aires.

Let us not play that game. Let us re-
ject this rule and reject the Republican
budget resolution and return to fiscal
responsibility.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. ScAR-
BOROUGH)

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me time.
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I love listening to these budget de-
bates every year. It is like back to the
future. It is like deja vu all over again.
Unfortunately for the Democrats, they
seem to be what Paul Simon called a
one trick pony. It is the same thing
over and over and over again.

Except this year they have got three
trick ponies. They have MediScare.
They talk about how Republicans are
going to destroy Medicare and Social
Security. They have class warfare,
talking about massive tax cuts for the
rich, and Americans are not going to
buy it. Well, heck, Democrats are buy-
ing it. One hundred Republican and
Democrat Senators last night sup-
ported stopping penalizing senior citi-
zens for earning money. They sup-
ported the marriage tax penalty reduc-
tion, bought and sold for by Demo-
crats. God bless America. Everybody is
doing it.

They also spend without care. Every
one of their substitutes spends more
and taxes more than the Republican
budget.

Now they are reading cartoons. That
is how sad it has gotten. | understand,
because you know, in 1995, when we got
here, they were doing the same class
warfare argument, saying that we were
going to destroy the economy. You
cannot balance the budget in 7 years
without destroying the economy and
killing the middle class.

Yet Alan Greenspan came to the
Committee on the Budget and testified
if you all would pass this Balanced
Budget Act, | predict Americans will
see unprecedented growth over the
next 5 to 7 years. Greenspan said it in
1995. The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KAsicH) had the courage and vision to
follow through with it, as did the Re-
publican Congress. We did it, and you
know what? It was not 7 years later.
Five years later we balanced the budg-
et. We gave the middle class Americans
the strongest economic boom in over a
generation. And we did something else.
For the first time in a generation, this
Congress did not steal from Social Se-
curity in their budget.

Yet these same Democrats that come
to the floor today, that have the nerve
to call themselves protectors of Social
Security, were the very ones while in
power for 40 years, stole from Social
Security.

Mr. Speaker, | remember when some
of us in 1995 said we could balance the
budget and not steal from Social Secu-
rity’s trust fund, we were called radical
extremists. Five years later, the budg-
et is balanced; and we are keeping So-
cial Security solvent by keeping our
hands off of it.

I will tell you what, this year con-
tinues what we have done for the past
5 years. The gentlewoman from New
York defined folly as repeating what
has failed and expecting it to succeed.
They have repeated the same class war-
fare arguments. They have repeated
the same arguments of fear. They have
repeated the same arguments of risky
schemes. And their arguments have
failed.
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It is time to look at what has hap-
pened because of the vision of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), the
Committee on the Budget’s vision, and
this Congress’ vision. We have balanced
the budget. We have saved Social Secu-
rity. And we have given tax cuts to
middle class Americans.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BAcA).

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
speak on the budget rule. I am totally
against the budget debate and the
budget rule. | think it is wrong for
America. We just heard the debate
right now, and we talked about keeping
the budget balanced. It is not just
about keeping the budget balanced
today. We are talking about a solvent
budget, a budget that will be there for
the future as well, protecting our chil-
dren for today, investing in our future,
protecting Social Security, taking
down the debt, taking care of drug pre-
scriptions, taking care of what we need
to do.

It is easy to get up here and talk
about a balanced budget. Yes, we can
talk about it today, but what is the im-
pact it will have on the future? That is
what is so important right now. It is
being fiscally responsible, taking that
budget and doing what needs to be
done. We are not doing that.

The Democrats have a budget pro-
posal right now that deals with taking
care of the American people, working
families; taking care of investing in
our future, protecting as well what we
need to do, and that is to make sure
that we have good education, quality
education, scholarships that will be
available. It is investing in the future.

I ask my colleagues to vote against
this rule.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may | ask
again where we stand on the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) has 8 minutes remaining;
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER) has 9% minutes remaining.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Again, | did not have time before, but
I think | should call to the attention of
the House, in light of what the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KasIcH) said
earlier, that this resolution offered by
the Republicans does not provide for
the abolition of the Social Security
earnings test. If it did, on page 33 of
the concurrent resolution of the budget
under function 650, Social Security
over the next 5 years would have to be
adjusted by $20 billion. They do not ad-
just it. They do not provide for this
waiver, repeal of the earnings test, de-
spite what the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KASICH) just said.
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Now, this is an example of doing
something hurriedly, doing something
slipshod and not attending to impor-
tant detail. They are not doing what
they are purporting to say that it does.

We had the same problem last year.
We had a military pay raise on the
floor, retiree increases; and the budget
resolution did not reflect those, did not
account for those.

Mr. Speaker, | call it to the attention
of the House. Function 650 is
unadjusted, does not reflect the cost
that over the next 5 years if we are
going to repeal the earnings test, we
have to add $20 billion in outlay ex-
penditures by the Social Security
Trust Fund. Everybody should know
that when voting on this rule.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS),
a distinguished member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

The minority leader’s speech today
was a speech taken out from something
he said 5 or 6 years ago, and the speech
I just heard from the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
the Budget reminds me of straining out
gnats and swallowing camels. We set
aside $200 billion for tax cuts. Now, we
are told it is irresponsible. We are told
it is outrageous. We are told it is some-
thing we cannot afford.

The fact is, in the next 5 years we are
going to raise $10 trillion in revenues,
and we are going to return to the
American people $200 billion. The tax
cut ends the marriage penalty. A good
number of Democrats voted for that.
The tax cut repeals Social Security
earnings limit. All Democrats voted for
that. The next tax cut, which a good
number of Democrats voted for, re-
duces the death penalty. We are ex-
panding educational savings accounts.
We are increasing health care deduct-
ibility. We are providing tax breaks for
poor communities, and we are
strengthening private pension plans.
Mr. Speaker, $200 billion out of $10 tril-
lion, a 2 percent tax cut. But our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle do
not even want to return 2 percent.

Mr. Speaker, we protect Social Secu-
rity. Last year was the first year since
1960 that a Congress did not spend So-
cial Security reserves. We protect it in
this budget we are in, and we protect it
in the budget we are now voting on. We
are strengthening Medicare. We are
setting aside $40 billion for prescription
drugs, $40 billion. That is what we are
setting aside, and yet the minority
leader said we were cutting Medicare.

We retire the public debt. Mr. Speak-
er, $1 trillion of public debt in the next
5 years, $1 trillion. It never happened
under Democrat rule. We are doing it
now, and it is in this bill. We are pro-
viding that tax fairness for families. It
is not just returning revenue to the
American people, but dealing with fair-
ness. Couples should not have to pay
taxes when they get married; seniors
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should not have to lose Social Security
when they work. And we are restoring
Americans defense; we are putting
more money in education, science, and
health. We are doing exactly what we
should do.

Now, we are going to have 5 amend-
ments come up and we are going to op-
pose 4 of them. We are going to oppose
them because they do not meet these
tests. We are going to protect Social
Security; and if it does not do that, we
will oppose that. We want Medicare
prescriptions, $40 billion. If it is not
there, we are going to oppose it. We
want to retire debt. We have already
retired $302 billion of debt. We are
going to promote tax fairness, which
on the other side of the aisle they seem
to be opposed to. We are going to re-
store America’s defense, and we are
going to strengthen and support edu-
cation and science. That is what we are
going to do in our budget, and we are
determined to succeed.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | was
so struck by what the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) said just
a moment ago, that this budget fails to
take into account the repeal of the
earnings test, and | want to yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) the rest of my time, save
1 minute, to sum up.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding, and |
would inquire of anyone on this side
who wants to explain why the $20 bil-
lion is not provided in function 650,
spending by Social Security, to effect
this policy that the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget just claimed
that he is accommodating. Where is it?

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, Social
Security is off-budget, is it not?

Mr. SPRATT. It is indeed.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, function
650 is a discretionary account, is it
not?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, function
650 is a discretionary account, but it
also has an off-budget account.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, it does
not include mandatories. We passed
that bill unanimously in the House; it
passed unanimously in the Senate. It
will be signed by the President into
law. It was initiated by the Speaker of
this House, and it does not need to be
included in function 650, because it is a
mandatory outlay and not a discre-
tionary fund.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | would advise the gen-
tleman simply to look at page 33 and
the gentleman will see there is an on-
budget provision and an off-budget pro-
vision, and the off-budget provision is
the Social Security benefit spending
provision. It is $20 billion short. I mean
this is government work, but $20 bil-
lion is still real money. It is a big mis-
take.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, |
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think the point is clear, is eminently
clear. All of Social Security spending
is off-budget. Function 650 is a discre-
tionary account. What we are voting
on here today includes the incorpora-
tion of the Social Security earnings
test to the extent that it needs to be
included in this budget document. |
think it is misleading to suggest that
it was put together in a slipshod way
when the gentleman knows that the
legislation has already passed the
House and the Senate and will be
signed into law and that it will not
have a material impact on discre-
tionary outlays.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | thank the gentleman for
his explanation, although | think it
falls short.

The fact of the matter is there is pro-
vision for off-budget spending. It is on
page 33, function 654 and your report;
and that function understates spending
over the next 5 years by Social Secu-
rity to the tune of $20 billion. Because
my colleagues understate spending
here in calculating how much debt re-
duction they will achieve in the pur-
chase of our debt held by the public,
they owe the State the accomplish-
ment of debt reduction. That is a sig-
nificant mistake, unless they want to
say this is a waivable mistake; it is
not. It is bad work. It is a good reason
to vote against the rule and to take
this thing back and clean up.

Let me go back to my chart. | did not
have enough time to talk about it. This
chart is simple arithmetic. In simple
arithmetic, it shows my good friend,
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS), whom | have enormous respect
for and who was just on the floor say-
ing they are going to have a $200 billion
tax cut. That is what the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KasicH) said in the
Committee on Rules yesterday, and
that is what he said repeatedly in our
markup.

If they have a $200 billion tax cut,
then they have to add $50 billion to the
amount of tax reduction over the next
5 years. In addition, if they have a
pharmaceutical benefit, a drug benefit
in Medicare, they have to add $40 bil-
lion. And when they add those two
things that they both claim are in-
cluded, $50 billion and $40 billion, guess
what? The surplus disappears.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to this rule. This bill does
not, in fact, reflect what the Com-
mittee on Budget did. Until the Com-
mittee on Rules stops rewriting budg-
ets, we are going to be in a situation
where neither the Committee on the
Budget on the Democratic or Repub-
lican side or any House Members have
had any real role in its construction.
That is just plain wrong. This is the
most important document which we
produce.

Moreover, let me tell my colleagues
that in the Committee on Budget they
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blocked our ability to put the Bush tax
cut up as an amendment. They do not
want to vote on it. It was not a pretty
sight in the Committee on Budget; it
was not a pretty sight in the Com-
mittee on Rules. Neither one of them
put the Bush tax cut in order for us to
be able to take a vote upon it. And
there is a good reason why, because
two-thirds of the Bush tax cut goes to
the richest 10 percent of taxpayers. The
richest 1 percent of taxpayers get an
average of $50,000 tax cut. It does not
leave enough money to shore up Social
Security, Medicare, education, all the
way down the line.

So | urge a vote against the rule so
that we can debate this issue fairly,
openly and freely; let us have an open
vote on the Bush tax cut. It is the cen-
terpiece of the economic claim which is
being proposed by the other party. All
of us should be allowed to vote upon it.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for his comments.

Let me go back just in conclusion to
this chart so that everybody under-
stands it. This is simple arithmetic.
This is not smoke and mirrors. This
takes their numbers, their assumption,
their claims about what their budget
resolution does and adds them up cor-
rectly. They claim that they are pro-
viding for a tax cut over 5 years of $200
billion, so we adjust their tax cut of
$150 billion by $50 billion to show and
allow for a tax cut of $200 billion,
which is what they claim on the floor
and in committee.

In addition, they claim on the chart
that they just showed and through
comments that they have just made
that they too will have a pharma-
ceutical drug benefit for Medicare
beneficiaries. They assume costs of
that, they have it in a reserve fund, it
is $40 billion. If they are going to claim
it, they have to count it. They claim it,
but do not count it. We count it. Add
the $50 billion, add the $40 billion, ad-
just for debt service, and in 2003, the
surplus of which we are all so proud
which we want to protect, we do not
want to backslide into Social Security,
the surplus virtually vanishes. In 2004,
there is a $6 billion deficit. We are $6
billion into Social Security again if
this resolution is adopted. In 2005, it is
down to $2 billion, and the subsequent
years are just as bad. That is the con-
sequence.

Now, we have tax cuts in our budget
resolution, the Spratt substitute, the
Democratic budget resolution. We pro-
vide for $50 billion net tax cuts over 5
years and $201 billion net tax cuts over
10 years. We think those are reason-
able; and we believe that if our col-
leagues do the tax cuts that they are
talking about that they are claiming,
they are back in deficit, and that is
why this rule should be voted down.
Because it waives what we tried to es-
tablish as a major point of order last
year in the lockbox when we said, we
cannot bring a resolution, we cannot
bring an appropriations bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, just to be
sure both sides understand, could we
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have a statement of the times again,
please?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Goss) has 5
minutes remaining; the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KAsicH), the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, | want to
tell my colleagues what is amazing
about the chart we just saw. It is all
made up. In fact, the numbers do not
even add up. Talk about slipshod.

Let me tell my colleagues how they
put these numbers together, and | give
them credit for actually explaining
how they come up with this chart. In
their document, they say figures 2002
to 2005 are interpolated by the Demo-
cratic staff. That means made up, in-
terpolated. Extrapolations for the sec-
ond 5 years made by the Democratic
staff. In addition to that, my good
friend, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT), on November 2 of
last year, said that we will be $17 bil-
lion into the Social Security account,
which, of course, never happened.
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So he was wrong last year about ar-
guing we were going to be into Social
Security. His staff made up the num-
bers with extrapolations and interpola-
tions. | am going to start including
that language in my vocabulary.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to engage the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, in a colloquy with re-
spect to the points of order contained
in the budget resolution.

The first point of order prohibits the
inclusion of directed scorekeeping lan-
guage, and the second prohibits the
consideration of advanced appropria-
tions above $23 billion in the fiscal year
2001.

My question is: Does either point of
order preclude the consideration of
H.R. 2563, a bill that provides advanced
contract authority for the Woodrow
Wilson Bridge?

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | would
say no, there is absolutely no point of
order that precludes consideration of
H.R. 2563.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I would further engage the gentleman
from California. Does either point of
order preclude the inclusion of H.R.
2563 with directed scorekeeping lan-
guage in an appropriations bill?

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, it is im-
portant to note that, while the new di-
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rected scorekeeping point of order
would affect the timely consideration
of H.R. 2563 with directed scorekeeping
language, there are several other
points of order that would currently
apply. | would make a commitment to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAvis) that we will work together to
craft a rule that would remove all ob-
stacles to consideration of this impor-
tant bill.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
| appreciate the gentleman’s assurance.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio, Mr. KASICH.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, | wanted
to complete the thought that the Re-
publican budget does not use extrapo-
lations and interpolations to cook
numbers and make things up and make
claims that never come true.

We will have an ending of the Social
Security earnings limit. It will be paid
for through this bill. It passed the
House. It passed the Senate. It will be
signed into law.

The fact is that, by the time we are
at the end of this summer, we are going
to have in the vicinity of $250 billion
worth of tax relief for every American
who pays taxes without any extrapo-
lations, interpolations or any other
hyperbolations that the Democrats
may want to lay on this floor today.
But they are my friends, and | appre-
ciate their ingenuity. They are just
wrong.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, | am going to be calling
a ‘‘no”” vote on the previous question.
If the previous question is defeated, I
will offer an amendment to the rule to
allow an up-or-down vote on Governor
Bush’s proposed tax cut. There has
been a good bit of discussion about
where the House stands on those tax
cuts. | think the House should have the
opportunity to go on record and end
the speculation.

Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment I
would offer be printed immediately be-
fore the vote on the previous question.
The vote on the previous question may
be the only opportunity the House has
to vote on Governor Bush’s proposal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | offer an
amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: Page 2,
line 10, after “‘comply with’’ insert ‘‘clause
3(b) or”.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, this amend-
ment waives clause 3(b) of House Rule
13, which requires each committee re-
port to include specific vote informa-
tion from that committee’s markup

The
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session. All Members are familiar with
that.

This amendment is necessary to ad-
dress an inadvertent technical error in
the report of the Committee on Budget
to accompany H. Con. Res. 290. Specifi-
cally, on page 88 of the report, the roll-
call vote on the motion to report the
concurrent resolution fails to indicate
how the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Ms. HOOLEY) voted, although her vote
is reflected in the total vote.

Again, this is an inadvertent tech-
nical error in the report that is not in-
tended to be captured by clause 3(b) of
House Rule XII1.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | in-
clude the amendment that I previously
referred to, as follows:

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 446

On page 3, line 5, after ““Rules”’ strike the
period and add the following:

““or the amendment printed in section 3 of
this resolution which shall be treated as if it
were the last amendment printed in part B of
said report.”” and

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

Section 3. Amendment to be offered by
Representative Markey of Massachusetts.

Amend section 4 to read as follows:

SEC. 4. RECONCILIATION.

Not later than May 26, 2000, the House
Committee on Ways and Means shall report
to the House a reconciliation bill that con-
sists of changes in laws within its jurisdic-
tion sufficient to accommodate tax relief of
$10,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
$483,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2002 through 2006, and $1,269,000,000,000 for the
period of fiscal years 2001 through 2010.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | move the
previous question on the amendment
and on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question on the amendment and on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The Chair will reduce to a minimum
of 5 minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
agreeing to the amendment and to the
resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays
203, not voting 11, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 67]

YEAS—220
Aderholt Barton Boehlert
Archer Bass Boehner
Armey Bateman Bonilla
Bachus Bereuter Bono
Baker Biggert Brady (TX)
Ballenger Bilbray Bryant
Barr Bilirakis Burr
Barrett (NE) Bliley Burton
Bartlett Blunt Buyer
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Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox

Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly

King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn

NAYS—203

Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Delauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka

Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

McDermott
Pallone
Royce
Schakowsky

Klink Moran (VA)
Kucinich Murtha
LaFalce Nadler
Lampson Napolitano
Lantos Neal
Larson Oberstar
Lee Obey
Levin Olver
Lewis (GA) Ortiz
Lipinski Owens
Lofgren Pascrell
Lucas (KY) Pastor
Luther Payne
Maloney (CT) Pelosi
Maloney (NY) Peterson (MN)
Markey Phelps
Mascara Pickett
Matsui Pomeroy
McCarthy (MO) Price (NC)
McCarthy (NY) Rahall
McGovern Rangel
Mclntyre Reyes
McKinney Rivers
McNulty Rodriguez
Meehan Roemer
Meek (FL) Rothman
Meeks (NY) Roybal-Allard
Menendez Rush
Millender- Sabo

McDonald Sanchez
Miller, George Sanders
Minge Sandlin
Mink Sawyer
Moakley Scott
Mollohan Serrano
Moore Sherman

NOT VOTING—11
Ackerman Jackson-Lee
Crane (TX)
Dixon Lowey
Greenwood McCollum
0 1237
Mr. CUNNINGHAM

to “‘yea.”

as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from

Florida (Mr. Goss).
The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
is on the

question
amended.

The question was taken;
Speaker pro tempore announced that

and

The
resolution, as
and the

the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on

that | demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays

194, not voting 12, as follows:

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla

[Roll No. 68]

YEAS—228

Bono
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey

Cox

Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley

Mr.
KNOLLENBERG changed their vote
from “‘nay”’
So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly

King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Coburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
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Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton

NAYS—194

Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)

Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
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Mollohan Rivers Strickland
Moore Rodriguez Stupak
Moran (VA) Roemer Tauscher
Murtha Rothman Thompson (CA)
Nadler Roybal-Allard Thurman
Napolitano Rush Tierney
Neal Sabo Towns
Oberstar Sanchez Udall (CO)
Obey Sanders Udall (NM)
Olver Sandlin Velazquez
Ortiz Sawyer Vento
Owens Scott Visclosky
Pascrell Serrano Waters
Pastor Shadegg Watt (NC)
Payne Sherman Waxman
Pelosi Skelton Weiner
Phelps Slaughter Wexler
Pickett Smith (WA) Weygand
Pomeroy Snyder Wise
Price (NC) Spratt Woolsey
Rahall Stabenow Wu
Reyes Stark Wynn
NOT VOTING—12
Ackerman Jackson-Lee Pallone
Crane (TX) Rangel
Dixon Lowey Royce
Greenwood McCollum Schakowsky
McDermott
O 1253

Mr. PORTER changed his vote from
“nay’’ to “‘yea.”

So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to House Resolution
446 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the concurrent
resolution, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 290.

O 1256
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (House Concurrent Resolution 290)
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2001, revising the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2000, and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2005, with Mr. BOEHNER in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the concurrent resolution is con-
sidered as having been read the first
time.

Under the rule, the general debate
shall not exceed 3 hours with 2 hours
confined to the Congressional Budget
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget, and 1 hour
on the subject of economic goals and
policies equally divided and controlled
by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SAXTON) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. STARK).

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KasicH) and the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) each will con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

trol 1 hour of debate on the Congres-
sional Budget.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KASICH).

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, one more time, it is
probably going to be about five more
times, | want to go through what we
are presenting in this budget today. If
| can just take us back a few years. |
mean, it is pretty astounding that a
Congress that was increasing spending
through the roof, having deficits in the
neighborhood of several hundred bil-
lion dollars, could reverse itself today
under a policy that we believe as ma-
jority Republicans that, if we could
just restrain the growth of the Federal
Government, we could contribute
mightily to the growth of this econ-
omy. That, in fact, has happened.

Starting in 1995, we made a commit-
ment that we would relieve the burden
that has been placed upon our chil-
dren’s backs. We do not believe that at
the end of our lives our children should
show up for the reading of the will to
find out that what mom and dad left
them was a big bagful of bills totalling
into the trillions of dollars.

So we made a commitment that,
frankly, was pretty amazing. As for
me, | have held public office now for
approaching 25 years. For those that
gasp at that number, do not worry, I
am leaving at the end of this year. | am
going to retire. As you can see, | am,
you know, tenderly young, even though
I have been here so long. But what |
can tell you, | can tell my colleagues
that in politics, in the 25 years that |
have been involved with it, it is very
seldom that | have been able to see
public officials put aside their own self-
interests and instead adopt the com-
munity interest, the interest of the
country.

We did that starting in 1995. And we
had a rough road. We were outwitted at
times. We were outspoken at times. We
were out-PR’d at times, but that is soft
stuff. That is not about results, and
that is not about policy, and that is
not about programs.

We kept our eye on the ball. And the
eye on the ball was to balance the Fed-
eral budget. And starting in 1995, with
our rollercoaster ride of emotions to
try to get to a balanced budget, we
demonstrated our commitment. | be-
lieve the chairman of the Federal Re-
serve, who sets the interest rates poli-
cies for this country, noted our com-
mitment and gained confidence in what
result we would produce here on Cap-
itol Hill; and as a result, he lowered in-
terest rates, which, of course, has al-
lowed this economy to grow in a spec-
tacular fashion with the wealth gen-
erated from this economy being shared
by all Americans.

We get to 1997, and we make a budget
agreement with the administration;
and what we find in 1998 is the first bal-
anced budget in a generation. In 1999,
we wrote a budget that for the first
time in my lifetime kept our mitts off
the Social Security surplus.
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The leadership of many members of
the Committee on the Budget, most no-
tably the gentleman from California
(Mr. HERGER), with assistance of the
gentleman from lowa (Mr. NUSSLE), the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT), the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. RYUN), and the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU),
there was an effort being made to say
that we should not any longer grab the
Social Security surplus and use it for
anything other than protecting Social
Security; that we should not take that
Social Security surplus and use it on
running any other department agency
and bureau, because it is the people’s
money.

In 1999, we were able to achieve some-
thing that was even more significant
than the balanced budget, it was not
just balance the budget, but also put
ourselves in a position where we would
safeguard Social Security, keep our
hands off it, put an electric fence
around it, and say that the Social Se-
curity money should only be used to
pay the benefits of Social Security re-
cipients and kept in surplus to pay
down the public debt until we solved
long term the Social Security problems
for both our baby boomers and their
children.
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For the second year, we will protect
Social Security in that fashion. With
the efforts of my good friend, the gen-
tleman from the State of Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN), we will bring to this floor
a bill that will provide that the politi-
cians in this town cannot grab Social
Security for any other purpose than
paying down debt or paying benefits.
That is a significant accomplishment,
Mr. Chairman.

We are also very aware of the fact
that the American people are saying,
in an era of surpluses, we not only
want Social Security to be protected
but we would like Medicare to be
strengthened.

I must say that Medicare is a pro-
gram that is in trouble. | must say that
the next President, elected next Janu-
ary, whether it is a Republican or a
Democrat, must work with the Con-
gress of the United States, leave the
demagoguery, the name calling, and
the political hyperbole behind, and
begin to deal with the two giant issues
of Social Security and Medicare so
that we do not end up in generational
warfare.

We are setting the stage for that to
be able to happen, to solve that prob-
lem long term. We are strengthening
Medicare; we are going to reform Medi-
care. We are going to improve Medi-
care, and with those reforms and im-
provements we will also provide for our
neediest senior citizens a prescription
drug benefit.

Now, we know that there are many
seniors, and think about it for a sec-
ond, they need the prescription drugs;
they need to go to the pharmacy and
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many times it is a choice between the
utilities, the trip down the street, the
meal or a drug that their doctor has
prescribed for them.

We believe, as Republicans, and 1|
think are joined by our friends on the
other side of the aisle, that our poorest
senior citizens must have access to pre-
scription drugs. This budget will pro-
vide it, while at the same time encour-
aging the preservation, strengthening,
and reforming of Medicare; two signifi-
cant accomplishments.

Thirdly, we also do something for our
children. We will reduce the total pub-
licly held debt over the next 5 years by
$1 trillion. In 1995, our guiding star
were the children, to lift that burden
from their backs, to not ring up more
debt, to begin to reduce the national
debt. We already have a headstart on
paying down that publicly held debt.
Last year, we paid it down in the vicin-
ity of $100 billion, but over the next 5
years we are going to have more mo-
mentum, and we achieve it by restrain-
ing the growth of spending in this
town.

We do it and we take those savings
and we use a large chunk of it, $1 tril-
lion, to begin to pay down the publicly
held debt.

| say today that we achieve it in
large part by restraining the growth of
government. Now people might call us
names and say we are heartless. | have
to say that when the Agriculture De-
partment, the Justice Department, the
Education Department, the Pentagon,
and the Agency for International De-
velopment cannot even have their
books audited to figure out how they
are spending their money, is it not
time we get back on the reform agenda
and send money back home to people
and to pay down some of the debt?

My great friend, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA), told me that
in the bowels of the Department of
Education there are 48 VCRs operating
day and night to record television
shows, and yet they cannot even add up
their books.

Think the days of thousand-dollar
hammers and screwdrivers and bolts
are gone? Wrong. The Pentagon loses
ships; they do not know where they
are. Yet, they say we cannot restrain
spending in this town? They are wrong,
because they have gotten too addicted
to the Potomac fever. They need the
antidote, and the antidote are our chil-
dren and our seniors.

So we restrain the growth in public
spending, and we pay down a trillion in
the public debt; and that then leaves us
room for tax relief. Who does the tax
relief go to? It goes to our senior citi-
zens who are punished because they de-
cide to go to work and earn more
money so they can have more for them-
selves and more for their grand-
children.

We eliminate the penalty that they
are now exposed to that says if they
earn money they lose Social Security
benefits. We also say to our farmers,
our small businesspeople, that at the
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end of the day when they leave this
earth they should not have to visit the
undertaker and the IRS on the same
day; that we are trying to ease the tax
on inheritance, which is double and tri-
ple taxed. We are trying to say that if
someone works a lifetime to build
something, something | would like to
build for my children Emma and Reese,
that at the end of my life | would like
to give them the fruit of my bounty,
the fruit of my toil. Whatever burdens
my wife and | experience, we want to
pass on the good results to my chil-
dren, and the Government should not
take 55 percent of everything | have
earned to spend it on what? More VCRs
in the bowels of the Department of
Education? | think not.

We want tax fairness for families.
When people get married, they should
not be punished for having a union.
Today, if one pays their taxes individ-
ually, in too many cases they will have
a lower tax burden to the Federal Gov-
ernment different than if they get mar-
ried. We believe that that tax burden
ought to be ended. We ought to ease
the marriage penalty, and this House
has already voted for it.

In addition to that, we believe that if
one is self-employed they should be
able to get the same insurance oppor-
tunities and the same tax provisions
that are available to large companies
so they can afford health insurance for
themselves. So the fact is that we are
going to have a variety of tax-cut
measures that will pass this House, but
these tax-cut measures come, once we
have secured Social Security and Medi-
care and paid down some of the na-
tional debt, we want to send money
back; we want to get it out of town be-
cause | want us all to understand one
thing. If people get bigger, government
gets smaller. If government gets small-
er, people get bigger.

I believe in the 21st century, in the
Information Age, on the edge of an in-
credible revolution, that it is the indi-
vidual that we prize; that it is the indi-
vidual who is paramount in our soci-
ety, not bureaucracy and bureaucrats
and standing in line. It is about speed.
It is about innovation. It is about ex-
citement.

The more power we have in our pock-
ets, the more we can do for ourselves
and our communities and our schools
and our children; and that is why we
are committed to cutting taxes, not at
the expense of our seniors, not at the
expense of our children; but we believe
every day that we should reduce the
size and scope of this Federal Govern-
ment. Let it do the things that people
cannot do or business cannot do for
itself and use government in a limited
fashion.

We believe we need to restore Amer-
ica’s defense. Now, we do have a very
strange time where we have a depart-
ment whose books cannot be audited,
yet we are giving them more money.
Why? Because we do not want our peo-
ple in uniform to pay the price for slop-
py management inside the Pentagon.

March 23, 2000

But | must say there is a crusade build-
ing in this House, on this side of the
aisle, that we want that building
changed; we want to force the services
to work together; we want account-
ability and we intend to make every ef-
fort to secure that.

We will also strengthen support for
education, trying to send more Federal
dollars to meet the Federal mandate of
special education. School districts are
handicapped because the Federal Gov-
ernment ordered them to carry out a
task but never provided the money. Be-
cause of the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. BASS), the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU),
and the gentleman from lowa (Mr.
NUSSLE), we are going to provide more
money for special education; and be-
cause of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PITTS) we are going to make
sure that the remaining dollars are
sent to the classroom so that flexi-
bility is provided to our educators.

In addition, we are going to improve
the National Institutes of Health and
basic science research, because we
think it is a priority of the Federal
Government. It is a proper role for the
Federal Government, and we are com-
mitted to the efforts to eliminate can-
cer, to improve the treatment for heart
disease, to be able to deal with the pain
that families experience in Alz-
heimer’s. Yes, we are going to spend
more money on the National Institutes
of Health, and we are going to spend
more money on basic science, because
it was through basic science programs
in the Pentagon that we got the Inter-
net. It was not invented by any politi-
cian. It was developed through a basic
science initiative so that computers
could talk together through the Pen-
tagon. Basic science is a proper role of
this Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, we are going to hear
this budget called a lot of things:
risky, reckless, irresponsible. They are
code words, for me. They are code
words for more bureaucracy, more
standing in line. Is there anything you
hate more than standing in line? More
frustration, higher taxes. The fact is
that there will be charges that we are
somehow affecting these programs for
the elderly. It is false.

The proof is in the pudding. We have
secured them, like no one has in a gen-
eration.

The fact is, we believe that this budg-
et that invests in limited priorities in
the Federal Government, reduces the
public debt, transfers wealth that we
have given to government back to peo-
ple and secures the programs not just
for our seniors but for baby boomers
and their children. We believe this is a
budget that is consistent with the eco-
nomic development that is going on in
America today. There really is no rea-
son for Members not to come and in a
unanimous fashion support this budget.

I would ask my colleagues to think
carefully about it. | think it is an out-
standing blueprint, and | think it is
consistent with those that believe in
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limited government, in strong eco-
nomic growth in the private sector. So
I would urge support of the Republican
budget proposal.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have come a long
way in 8 years. We have come from a
deficit in 1992, a record deficit of $290
billion and deficits projected as far as
the eye can see, to a surplus computed
the same way of $175 billion and that
has underlaid this phenomenal econ-
omy.

We are now at a fiscal fork in the
road. We have wiped out the tradi-
tional deficit, the deficit in our annual
budget. We have created surpluses in
place of those deficits as far as the eye
can see, but those surpluses only exist
because of the way we keep books. We
keep a cash set of books. If we had ac-
crual accounting instead of cash ac-
counting and if we recognized our li-
ability to the Social Security program
and the benefits promised to those
working today and to the Medicare
program and the benefits that it en-
tails, we would be booking substantial
costs to both of those programs; and I
do not think we would be in surplus.
We would be in deficit again.

There are many differences between
our budget, the Democratic substitute,
and their budget, the Republican budg-
et. The resolution is on the floor today,
but the main difference is this: we rec-
ognize our liability to Social Security
and Medicare. They do not, and | will
say why.

Our budget generates savings, too.
We have a cumulative surplus over the
next 5 years of $48 billion; over the
next 10 years of $365 billion. We take
the $365 billion surplus, a substantial
share of it over the next 10 years, and
we direct the Committee on Ways and
Means to provide legislation so that
$300 billion of that surplus will be
taken out of the general fund and con-
tributed to the Medicare Trust Fund so
that it will be more solvent than ever;
we think more solvent to the tune of at
least 10 additional years.
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We further direct the Committee on
Ways and Means to reconcile legisla-
tion so that in 2011, 10 years from now,
the total amount of debt savings that
we are able to achieve because we have
accumulated these surpluses over 10
years, the total amount of debt service,
the reduction in interest on the na-
tional debt, will be computed, and that
amount will then be transferred from
the general fund to the Social Security
trust fund for a period of years such
that we can extend its life by 15 years.
Those proposals have been made by the
President. We put them in reconcili-
ation language in our budget.

They simply do not have anything.
They are saying they are going to leave
the Social Security surplus alone, and
we are too. Good policy, and we agree.
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They are saying they will pay down $1
trillion of debt. So will we, using the
Social Security trust fund. But we are
going further. We are extending the life
of both programs, and that is the main
difference between us and them.

We have shown in this budget resolu-
tion that we are presenting that we can
cut taxes, by less, but significantly. We
can pay down debt, $48 billion over the
next 5 years, $365 billion over the 10-
year period in time. We can do all of
these things and still provide for the
reasonable needs of our country. $20.5
billion more for education, for exam-
ple, in our budget than their budget.
More for community development. In
fact, they cut community development
by nearly $2.5 billion between this year
and next year. The Community Devel-
opment Block Grant, the Economic De-
velopment Administration that means
so much to many of our districts, they
slice it, $2.5 billion. We plus it up. More
money for law enforcement in ours.

There is also an account that is vi-
tally important, because this is not
spending, this is an investment, more
money for science, more money specifi-
cally for the National Science Founda-
tion.

You know, Mr. Chairman, when we
had our markup in the Committee on
the Budget, one of our Members from
Princeton, from New Jersey, who is a
professor of physics at Princeton and
knows something about science, offered
an amendment to the budget markup
which would have added $2.8 billion
over 5 years. The gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HoLT) made that amend-
ment, $2.8 billion over 5 years, $675 mil-
lion a year to Function 250, which pro-
vides for the National Science Founda-
tion.

The Holt amendment was rejected.
There was a compromise reached such
that the committee did give him $100
million plus-up in the mark. But, you
know, the arguments of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) began to
resonate apparently with the majority.
Over the last week, something hap-
pened.

Last night, haunted by the persua-
sive arguments that the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) made in
our committee last week, a majority
had some kind of an epiphany, because
they came around, and after rejecting
his requested increase in NSF, they put
$3 billion, exactly what he wanted,
even more, in the National Science
Foundation function.

Mr. Chairman, in light of that, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), to explain what
we have also put in our budget resolu-
tion to accommodate an increase in
scientific research and exploration.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my good friend, the ranking member of
the Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to see that the
budget does not amount to a fiction.
What we want is to see that we can
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maintain the kind of robust economy
that stands behind our projections. We
want to have an economy with real
productivity growth. And what is be-
hind that? New ideas and smart work-
ers. It is necessary ingredients.

I thank the ranking member for the
kind remarks, and | would like to ex-
tend my thanks to the chairman and to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS) for helping to prevail
on our colleagues to see the benefit of
my amendment.

The strong economy that we enjoy
today is due in large part to previous
investments in research and education,
and the increase that we now see in the
budget at the 11th hour, or actually it
was the 2 a.m. hour last night, in re-
search, is most welcome. But that is
only part of what we need.

We should approve the Democratic
substitute budget which will provide
for increased funding in education as
well.

The Republicans’ budget cuts the
purchasing power of education by $8.5
billion over 5 years, it freezes funding
at the 2000 level for 5 years, it would
reduce funding for 316,000 low-income
students to receive Pell Grants to at-
tend college. Head Start would have to
cut services to more than 40,000 stu-
dents.

The Democratic alternative budget,
on the other hand, rejects this Repub-
lican freeze for educational funding. It
provides $4.8 billion more for education
for 2001 than the Republican budget.
Over 5 years, the Democratic budget
provides $21 billion more than the Re-
publicans.

So we have made a partial fix in re-
search, but we need to do more in edu-
cation, so that we can have the new
ideas, the well-trained workforce, nec-
essary for the kind of productivity
growth that we have been enjoying.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) for a colloquy about
prescription drugs.

(Mr. STARK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to enter into a colloquy with the
distinguished ranking member.

Somewhere in this budget there is
supposedly a reserve of $40 billion that
is supposed to take care of Medicare
and the pharmaceutical benefit and
whatever, but I cannot seem to find it.
Could the gentleman explain to me
where that is?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. | yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, this
budget resolution, the Republican reso-
lution, sets up a so-called reserve fund.
It basically says if and when the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means reports a
prescription drug benefit for Medicare,
along with, coupled to, Medicare re-
form, whatever that means, then $40
billion is provided for that purpose.
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Unlike their resolution, our resolu-
tion has reconciliation language. That
is the whole purpose of having the rec-
onciliation power vested in the Com-
mittee on the Budget. We can use this
resolution to tell committees they
should change basic law to provide for
things like drug benefits. We have di-
rected it and we have put up $40 billion
also.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, if |1 could further inquire
of the distinguished ranking member
the chances, | would like to ask the
gentleman’s opinion of the chances of
the Committee on Ways and Means
passing a prescription drug benefit,
when just recently the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) offered
an amendment to provide a discount on
prescription drugs to seniors at no cost
to the Federal Government and every
Republican voted no, and every Demo-
crat, of course, voted yes. So the Re-
publicans voted, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ENGLISH), the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. HAYWORTH), the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER), right down the
line, they voted to deny seniors a dis-
count on prescription drugs when it
would have had no budget impact at
all.

Now, given that kind of compassion,
and this is a word that comes out of
Texas, given that kind of compassion,
what do you think the chances are that
the Republican-led Committee on Ways
and Means would vote out a prescrip-
tion drug benefit that would help any-
body?

Mr. SPRATT. | take it the gentle-
man’s question is rhetorical.

Mr. STARK. Oh, no, it is a question
that | hope the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW) will answer to the seniors
in Florida, and that the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH) will an-
swer to the seniors in Arizona, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ENGLISH) will answer to the seniors in
Pennsylvania, and that the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) will answer
to the seniors in lllinois, because they
have denied their own constituents the
chance to buy these prescription drugs
which they so vitally need at no cost to
the Federal Government.

What kind of assistance is that to
your constituents, | ask the gentleman
rhetorically? And the answer is they do
not want any prescription drug benefit.
They do not want to save Medicare as
we know it. | think that should be
pointed out in this debate today.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. WEYGAND).

(Mr. WEYGAND asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, | just
would like to follow up on the great
comments made by the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK) and our
ranking member, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).
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In 1965, this Congress took a bold
move in policy. It set forth a program
called Medicare, because the highest
costs that were encountered by our
seniors was the hospital stays. They
deliberately went out and determined
that, indeed, we as a budget, we as a
Congress, should in fact develop that
kind of a program.

Today, 35 years later, the highest
costs that are being encountered and
incurred by our seniors is the cost of
prescription drugs. Yet when we put
forward a program, a real program of
reform, on how to pay for and provide
for prescription drugs for our seniors,
the Republicans on the Committee on
the Budget turned it down.

As a matter of fact, what they did
was they put together a double count
kind of system of providing $40 billion
for Medicare reform and prescription
drugs, but they counted it in another
fashion as a surplus. So they have dou-
ble-counted it.

We indeed then put forward a pro-
gram of providing $40 billion strictly
for prescription drugs so that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK)
and the Committee on Ways and Means
and all the members of the Committee
on Ways and Means could truly vote on
and pass legislation that would reduce
prescription drugs costs for our sen-
iors.

We have been denied that. But, more
importantly, our seniors have been de-
nied that. This budget that is before
you today does not provide one penny
for prescription drugs. As a matter of
fact, since they already made a mis-
take of $20 billion on the Social Secu-
rity earnings limit portion of this
budget, you know where that reserve
fund will go to? $20 billion of it will go
to making up for that mistake. Then
we have even less for any kind of Medi-
care reform or prescription drugs.

Each one of us in our district knows
the anecdotes, knows the stories, of
seniors who have gone without paying
their rent or paying for food to buy
prescription drugs or the reverse. It is
time to change that kind of situation
for our seniors and make a bold move
in leadership to truly give prescription
drugs an opportunity to be lowered and
to benefit our seniors.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3%, minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina, Mr. PRICE.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, recent calls for biennial
budgeting have claimed that the budg-
et process around here is broken and
needs fixing. Well, | would like to sug-
gest that the problem is less one of
process, and more one of a failure on
the part of the majority to produce re-
alistic budget resolutions. What we
need is not endless tinkering with the
budget process. What we need is to use
the existing process responsibly.

The Republican budget resolution be-
fore us today repeats patterns that are
all too familiar to us from fiscal 1999
and fiscal 2000. It makes highly unreal-
istic domestic spending assumptions,

March 23, 2000

like those that led to last year’s budg-
etary train wreck. It relies on false as-
sumptions about the level of cuts
which can be absorbed by critical do-
mestic accounts.

The only way the Republican plan
can make room for its exorbitant $200
billion in tax cuts over 5 years—and
that goes up to $1 trillion over 10
years—is to drastically undercut do-
mestic programs that are critical for
working families and for the most vul-
nerable among us.

In 2001 the Republican plan would cut
non-defense domestic spending by $7
billion, compared to a freeze at the 2000
level. When you account for inflation,
this represents $19.7 billion, or a 6.4
percent cut in purchasing power, from
our current level of activity. By 2005,
the Republican plan would cut non-de-
fense domestic spending by $39.4 billion
or 11.5 percent relative to the funding
necessary to keep pace with inflation.

Mr. Chairman, we need to remember
that since 1962, non-defense appropria-
tions have grown by 2.8 percent annu-
ally above the rate of inflation. From
1996 to 2000, the Republican Congress
has increased non-defense spending at
an average rate of 2.5 percent above in-
flation. So how can we realistically ex-
pect to suddenly reduce non-defense
spending, not only below the level
needed to maintain constant pur-
chasing power, but below even the cur-
rent year’s nominal spending level?
The answer is we cannot expect to do
that, we should not, and we are not
being honest with ourselves if we sug-
gest that we can.

I am not talking here merely about
cuts to domestic programs in a generic
sense. It is easy to talk about belt
tightening, and we indeed do need to
press the war against waste and fraud
and abuse. But what is at stake here
are large cuts to programs that serve
as essential safety nets which help
struggling families help themselves.
We are talking about cutting 310,000
people out of the Women, Infants and
Children nutrition program. We are
talking about making Pell grants to
316,000 fewer students by 2005. We are
talking about eliminating more than
40,000 children from Head Start.

By contrast, Mr. Chairman, the
Democratic resolution is realistic and
it is responsible. Under the Democratic
alternative, we would pass our appro-
priations bills on budget, on time. Un-
like the Republican resolution, we
would extend the solvency of both So-
cial Security and Medicare, and we
would mandate the addition of a pre-
scription benefit to Medicare. We
would buy back publicly-held debt, not
only with the entire Social Security
surplus, but, unlike the Republican
plan, with $365 billion of the non-Social
Security surplus. And we would create
room for a reasonable and well-tar-
geted tax cut.
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The Democratic plan is well-bal-
anced, by reducing debt, protecting and
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strengthening Social Security and
Medicare, providing targeted tax relief,
and maintaining our investments in
public education, research, transpor-
tation and affordable housing.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to adopt the Democratic alternative.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SANCHEZ).

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, today
I rise in support of my distinguished
colleague’s budget proposal which will
provide prescription drug coverage and
better access to the Department of De-
fense health system for Medicare-eligi-
ble military retirees.

This legislation upholds the obliga-
tion; and yes, we do have an obligation
to those who have served. In Orange
County alone, we have over 100,000
military retirees, and we need to pro-
vide these Americans the access to
health care they deserve. It is time to
do it, and this bill does it.

Fortunately, our society has been
blessed with many leaders who im-
parted the values of leadership, respon-
sibility, and loyalty while wearing the
uniform of this country. For without
their dedication to duty, we would not
enjoy the many freedoms that America
has to offer. Congress should keep the
promises made to these brave men and
women. We should vote yes on the
Spratt substitute.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2Y%> minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman from Con-
necticut for yielding me this time.

I would just like to bring us back
down to earth and talk about what this
budget achieves. This budget that we
are talking about here protects 100 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus; it
strengthens Medicare with a prescrip-
tion drug plan by setting aside $40 bil-
lion; it retires the public debt by the
year 2013; it promotes tax fairness for
families, farmers and seniors; it re-
stores America’s defense systems; and
it strengthens our support for edu-
cation and science.

But what | would like to focus on
today is Social Security. | think it is
important to note where we have been
on Social Security. Well, over the last
30 years, the Federal Government has
been taking money out of the Social
Security Trust Fund and spending it on
other government programs. In fact,
just last year alone, the President of
the United States gave us a budget last
year where he said, | want to take 62
percent of the Social Security Trust
Fund and dedicate that to Social Secu-
rity, but take 38 percent of the Social
Security Trust Fund out of Social Se-
curity to spend on other government
programs.

Well, last year we said enough is
enough. Mr. Chairman, 100 percent of
Social Security should go to Social Se-
curity.

So last year the President basically
said, let us take $52 billion out of the
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Social Security Trust Fund, spend it
on the creation of 120 other Federal
Government programs.

Well, if we take this year’s budget
and take last year’s rhetoric, we can
see the difference between the two par-
ties. Last year’s rhetoric was this: a
number of Members from the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle said on the same
day, the Republican budget already
dips in to the Social Security Trust
Fund by more than $18 billion. The Re-
publican budget has already spent $13
billion of the Social Security Trust
Fund. The Republican budget raids So-
cial Security by $24 billion. Another
Member on the next day said the Re-
publican budget takes $17 billion out of
the Social Security Trust Fund. All re-
marks last year by Members of the
other side.

Well, let us take a look at actually
what happened. Last year, in 1999,
guess what happens? We took zero
money out of the Social Security Trust
Fund. We locked away every penny of
the Social Security Trust Fund. We are
doing it again this year, and we are
going to bring budget language to the
floor that says never again will Con-
gress go back to the days of raiding the
Social Security Trust Fund.

Mr. Chairman, if we look at the
President’s budget, if we take out his
Medicare cuts, if we take out his tax
increases, the President is sending us
another budget that takes $60 billion
out of the Social Security Trust Fund.

Let us look at the facts. Let us not
believe the hype. We have already
stopped the raid on the Social Security
Trust Fund, and we are going to con-
tinue to stop the raid on the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, | be-
lieve we are at a crossroads in our Na-
tion’s history. In front of us is every
opportunity for a future so bright, so
filled with promise that our children
and grandchildren have a chance to
live in a Nation where every person
truly has the opportunity to reach
their fullest potential, a Nation where
every child is educated in a modern
school, in smaller classes with an ex-
cellent teacher; a Nation where people
who have worked a lifetime can retire
with security and without worries; a
safe Nation with guns off of our streets
and away from our schools. We can
achieve these things if we make the
right choices today.

Mr. Chairman, | say to my col-
leagues, this Republican budget makes
all the wrong choices. Its main goal is
a $1 trillion tax cut that snuffs out the
aspirations of all but the wealthiest
among us. It cuts 310,000 low-income
babies and mothers off the nutritional
assistance they use to buy things like
milk and baby food. It takes away
home heating assistance from 164,000
poor families. It cuts financial aid from
hundreds of thousands of students. It
ends Head Start for 40,000 preschoolers.
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It does not extend Social Security and
Medicare, not even for a single day.
That is no way to lift people up, to give
them a chance to make a brighter fu-
ture.

Great nations recognize that families
in trouble are families with untapped
potential, not problems to be swept
under the rug.

Mr. Chairman, we can pay off our
debt, save Social Security and Medi-
care, give our children the education
they deserve, and our seniors the re-
tirement they have earned, and lift
people up to join in the prosperity and
opportunities of this country. But we
cannot lift people up if they are buried
under the mountain of debt the Repub-
lican plan would pass along to our chil-
dren.

Mr. Chairman, let us reject the short-
sighted choices of the Republican budg-
et and pass a Democratic budget that
will help us get to that even brighter
future that is now well within our
reach.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ilowa (Mr. NUSSLE), a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et as well as the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Protect 100 percent of the Social Se-
curity surplus, strengthen Medicare
with prescription drugs, retire the pub-
lic debt by 2013, promote tax fairness,
restore America’s defense, and lets us
strengthen and support education and
science.

Let us talk Medicare. Here come the
me-too Democrats. That is not what
they were saying a month ago. The me-
too Democrats a month ago were rush-
ing in and saying the President has a
fantastic prescription drug benefit.
Well, let us look at that. Let us see
what the prescription drug benefit did.

Well, the President in the first year
cut Medicare. No money left for pre-
scription drugs. Second year, $2 billion,
but the President’s plan did not start
yet. The third year, a $100 million in-
crease for Medicare according to the
President’s budget; no room for pre-
scription drugs.

What does the Republican plan do?
Mr. Chairman, $40 billion set aside for
Medicare, and what do the Democrats
do? Last night, rush in with a sub-
stitute, saying oh, me too, me too, me
too. | want to give a prescription drug
benefit that is real, not the President’s
that is not real, that cuts Medicare;
and let us look at some of those cuts.

In order for the President to fund his
Medicare benefit, it increases bene-
ficiary costs, it cuts kidney dialysis,
cutting prescription drug payments,
cutting hospitals.

Let me tell my colleagues something.
Out in rural America, out in lowa, you
close my hospital, you do not have
health care, let alone the President’s
fake prescription drug benefit that did
not even go into effect until 2004. So do
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not come in here and ‘‘me-too,” 2
months after the President stood right
up here and promised America a drug
benefit that was not even real. Do not
come here 2 months later and claim
credit for a prescription drug benefit
that is a ““me-too’” with our Republican
budget.

We welcome our colleagues in a bi-
partisan way to solve this problem, but
do not tell us that this is where you
have been, because you have been cut-
ting benefits under Medicare. The
President’s plan did that. It is not real.
Vote for the Republican plan for Medi-
care.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
answer the gentleman and say, if the
gentleman’s proposal is real, why did
he not put reconciliation directly to
the Committee on Ways and Means and
the Committee on the Budget? If your
proposal is real, why did you not say
here is $40 billion, not here is a reserve
fund, if you can reform Medicare and if
you can report a bill?

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2% minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
last year the Republicans in the House
of Representatives beat their chests
mightily to talk about a $792 billion
tax cut over 10 years. That tax cut was
so fiscally irresponsible that it was re-
jected throughout the country. We are
back this year with the same situation,
except now we will not even talk about
it.

In our Committee on the Budget
hearing | asked our chairman, what
was the price tag over 10 years for this
tax cut? | could not get a straight an-
swer. But today, | understand that
number has been put out here before
the body. It is $200 billion over 5 years.

Now, the question that the public de-
serves to have the answer to here, and
we ought to answer it for ourselves, is
what is the 10-year cost of this tax cut?

Well, last year the $792 billion tax
cut was $156 billion over 5 years. We
are talking about $200 billion over 5
years. So the math is pretty simple. We
are looking at a $1 trillion tax cut over
10 years.

Now, there are those up here that
think we ought to use the projected
surplus for massive tax cuts and some
that want to go on a spending spree,
and | reject both positions. We should
take the lion’s share of the projected
surplus and use it to pay down this
massive Federal debt. Why should we
focus on paying down a $3.47 trillion
Federal debt?

Consider these facts: in 1999, we spent
$230 billion in interested payments, 13
percent of our discretionary spending.
That is $3,644 per every family in
America with four people. That is more
than we spend on Medicare; it is slight-
ly less than what we spent on national
defense. Think of the things that we
could do by paying down the debt and
not having that interest payment. We
can do a responsible tax cut. We spent
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$60 billion last year on education. We
spent $230 billion in interest payments.

Paying down the debt has also been
an offense to our wallets at home. Sev-
eral economists, including the chair-
man of the Federal Reserve, Alan
Greenspan, have said, that as we pay
down the debt it has a positive impact
on interest rates, as much as 2 points.
Take a homeowner in my home State
of Florida with a $115,000 mortgage. If
his or her interest rate goes down by 2
points, that is a reduction of $155 a
month in their mortgage payment.
That is a better benefit than most of
the tax cuts that are being proposed up
here.

Mr. Chairman, let us stop playing
games with the future of America.

This budget is not a responsible step
towards paying down the debt and ex-
tending the solvency of Social Security
and Medicare. In fact, under this plan,
the Social Security surplus will be
spent as early as 2004. The public does
not want gargantuan tax cuts at the
expense of paying down the debt and
preserving Social Security and Medi-
care, and we should reject the resolu-
tion for that reason.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. SuNuUNU), a distin-
guished member of the House Com-
mittee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, we have
a Republican budget on the floor here
today, and it cannot be emphasized
enough. It sets the right priorities; it
protects ever penny of the Social Secu-
rity surplus. It sets aside $40 billion for
Medicare and makes sure that there is
enough for prescription drug coverage
for those that need it. It retires public
debt. It promotes tax fairness by elimi-
nating the marriage penalty, by mak-
ing the Tax Code more fair for those
seeking to purchase health insurance
or send their children to school. It re-
stores the strength of our defense sys-
tem, and it invests in education and
science as well.

The previous speaker spoke a little
bit about the importance of retiring
public debt, and | think he spoke the
truth. It is important. It does help
lower interest rates, and it does make
a difference in our economy. But I
think it is also important to remember
where we started.

The President was not setting aside
ever penny of the Social Security sur-
plus a year ago; he was not making the
commitment to pay down the debt that
we have in this budget. Just 1 year ago,
the President suggested that we spend
40 percent of the Social Security sur-
plus. We have come a long way, and
what a difference just a year makes.
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In 1998, we paid down $50 billion in
public debt. In 1999, over $80 billion in
public debt retired. Last year, when
the critics on the other side of the aisle
said, no, you are not going to set aside
every penny of the Social Security sur-
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plus, we proved them wrong. We not
only did it, we paid down over $160 bil-
lion in debt.

With this Republican budget, we will
bring the 4-year total of debt retire-
ment to over $450 billion. Paying down
debt to protect our future, to lower in-
terest rates, to keep the economy
growing, it does make a difference on
every home mortgage someone has. It
does make a difference in lowering the
cost of college loans and lowering the
cost of an automobile loan. It helps
keep interest rates low, and it helps
protect America’s savings.

When one’s interest rates are lower,
those are funds that one never even has
to send to Washington. We are paying
down debt, over $450 billion in the most
recent 4 years. But over the next 5
years, we will pay down over a trillion
dollars in debt, paying down that debt
to protect the public.

Now, the critics say, well, maybe we
could pay down more debt if we did not
cut taxes. We could pay down more
debt if we did not eliminate the mar-
riage penalty and kept penalizing mar-
ried couples. We could, but that would
be wrong. We could pay down more
debt if we did not get rid of the Social
Security earnings limit. We could, but
that would be wrong. We could pay
down more debt if we did not give indi-
viduals health insurance deductibility.
We could, but it would be wrong.

We set aside over a trillion dollars
over the next 5 years, and we can criti-
cize and